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Polies Tue vocrrine laid down in In re Bellamy (31 ben er L. R. 
Oclety's 24 Ch. D. 387) and In re Flower (82 W. R. 1011) has, of course, 
CURRENT TOPICS. a much wider , wiiéallen than to Ms payment of purchase-money 
ent. less to trustees. It extends to all payments to trustees, and, therefore, 
affects insurance companies who have to pay policy-moneys to trus- 
= ; tees. We believe that the question of the course to be adopted 
ruses, THE comiTrEE appointed by the Lord Chancellor to consider and | with regard to these payments has recently been the subject of 
Fem report upon the practice in the chambers of the judges of the | considerable discussion, and that eminent authorities have advised 
valuable Chancery Division consists of Lord Justice Brerr, Mr. Justice Kay, | that such companies may either pay the money to the whole of the 
Mr. Justice PEARSON, Mr. H. Davey, Q.C., M.P., Mr. J. STERLING, trustees personally present, or pay it into a bank to their joint 
aides Mr. Iverx Joyce, Mr. H. Roscoz, Mr. Marsnatt, of Leeds, Mr. F.| account, or pay it by a crossed cheque drawn to the order of all 
———— _ Mowarr, of the Treasury, and Mr. Kexnert Mur Mackenzik, | the trustees. We believe it is considered that such a cheque 
a roa permanent secretary to the Lord Chancellor. The committee have} may be handed to the trustees’ solicitor on his producing 
— taken the evidence of several officials of the Supreme Court, and} an authority from the trustees to him to receive it. The grounds 
"tea" are still prosecuting their investigations. of the opinion with reference to the validity of payment by a 
awe crossed cheque drawn to the order of all the’ trustees, may, per- 
a 0 haps, be conjectured to be that as the cheque can only be paid to a 
us 08 i : y banker, and must be indorsed by the trustees, the giving of the 
= es Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that one subject to which the committee have | cheque is equivalent to payment of the money to the joint account 
mies been directing their attention is the present mode of marking] of the trustees at a bank. If the trustees dinaik after recetving 
585 0 0 writs and originating summonses from the several judges of the| the cheque, to indorse it to another person, that is an 
a3 0 9 Chancery Division. It does not appear certain that the mode} act done by them subsequent to their receipt of the 
mst prescribed by R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 5, r. 9a. and b., effects the object | money, and does not affect the question of the discharge of the 
36 0 for which it was intended, of equally distributing the court work, | payer. The payment, it may be said, is made and accepted in a 
33 0 0 as well as the chamber work, among the several judges. It is! mode which a prudent man, in the ordinary course of business, 
moe stated that, by a curious coincidence, certain judges have generally | would adopt in his own affairs, and, if so, it would come within the 
— more originating summonses and fewer writs than others. principle of the decision of the House of Lords in Speight v. 
liberal Gaunt (32 W. R. 485)—a principle which, perhaps, was not suffi- 
peatad ciently borne in mind in the decisions which have given rise to the 
FREE F ek ..,-. | present discussion. It is obvious that if this suggestion of pay- 
NT OF _ In tae Drivistonat Court of the Queen’s Bench Division, sitting | ment by crossed cheque is well founded, and is practically applic- 
in Bankruptcy, on Wednesday last, to hear appeals from county | apie equally to the case of an insurance company paying 
pb courts, considerable difficulty arose from the fact that, in each of policy-moneys to trustees and to the case of a purchaser ag trust 
ae the three cases which were heard, the county court judge had| property paying a considerable sum of purchase-money to trustees, 
nt in merely given judgment without stating his reasons, and the court | there is an end to the difficulty occasioned by In re Bellamy and 
ai et was consequently unable to ascertain whether he had found facts| 7, »e Flower. The trustees need not open any deposit or other 
as such, or determined the case on a point of law. In the first | account at a bank, for they can indorse over the cheque to their 
oe case, the court (Marnew and Cavs, JJ.), in giving judgment, | golicitor or anyone else. 
N. expressed regret that the county court judge had not given his It is, however, we think, doubtful whether an ordinary ar- 
sail reasons, as such a course deprived the court above of the assistance | ohaser paying purchase-money to trustees could be ad to 
N for it was entitled to, and it also deprived the suitor of the assistance adopt the course suggested as proper for insurance companies, It 
day, he would otherwise gain in deciding whether to appeal or not. In| involves the risk of loss of the cheque and forgery of the trustees’ 
the last two cases, the difficulties became so great that the court | indorsements. If before the cheque reaches the hands of the 
“= sent each case back to the county court judge, with a request | trustees the indorsements should be forged, and the cheque cashed, 
“ry that he would furnish his reasons for the decision. we apprehend that the purchaser would not be discharged. The 
day, trustees would have delegated their duty to receive the cheque. 
em- This is, no doubt, a risk which companies who have frequently to 
¥ : ‘ pay comparatively small sums to trustees, may run for the sake of 
Tuly A VERY CONVENIENT ALTERATION is made as to Examiners of | the convenience of the mode of payment. They are, moreover, in 
a the Supreme Court by the rules now substituted for rules 45, 47, | a position, if attempted to be charged with loss arising from the 
one 48, and 50 of order 37. Hitherto no examiner could have | adoption of this mode of payment, to fight the question of their 
two examinations pending before him at the same time, so that | liability up to the House of Lords, and it may be surmised that 
5. when it happened that an examination was adjourned over a period | the opinion of that tribunal on the points involved in In re 
ific, of time, or was not proceeded with, or the depositions had not Bellamy and In re Flower may not be in accordance with those 
y been returned, that unfortunate examiner could not have a second | decisions. But we cannot think that it would be wise for the 
ws examination assigned to him. The altered rule allows examina- | private purchaser, who-has to pay any considerable amount of 
m- tions to be assigned to each examiner in rotation, quite apart from | purchase-money to trustees, to run such risk as we have mentioned. 
the question whether he has already one or more examinations | It would seem, however, that if a crossed cheque were drawn by 
pending before him. The restriction was quite unnecessary, and | the purchaser from trustees in the following form :—‘‘ Pay to the 
ay its abolition not only relieves the examiners as a body from a pos- | account of A., B., and C. [the trustees], at the Bank,” 
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sible hardship, but, combined with the effect of the altered 
rule 48, simplifies the distribution by rotation. Under the old 


being a bank specified by the trustees, the risk of forgery would 
be obviated; but then the only result of the adoption of this 


rule 48, when an examiner was unable from any cause to take an | mode of payment would be to save the purchaser or his solicitor a 
examination, it was to be “ offered to the other examiners succes- journey to the bank. It would not by itself meet in any way the 


sively, according to the date or priority of appointment;” but, difficulty arising from the necessity for 


g an account in the 


under the new rule, it will be “ assigned ’”’ to the examiner next in names of the trustees. It would be open, however, to the trustees 


rotation. 
regardless of their length, equally between all the examiners. 


The general effect will be to divide examinations, to give directions to the banker as to the disposal of moneys 


directed to be paid to their account. 
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In commentixne on the decision of Mr. 
Fearon v. The Earl of Aylesford, we drew attention to the 
marked contrast ‘which existed between his decision that a 
breach of the covenant not to molest deprived the wife of all 
benefit under the separation deed, and the previous authorities 
on the subject. The decision of the Court of Appeal this 
week has affirmed these prior cases. It will be remembered 
that the action was brought to recover arrears of an annuity, 
under a deed of separation between husband and wife, the 
principal defences being that the wife was living in adultery, and 
that she had failed to observe her covenant not to molest her hus- 
band, and had, therefore, forfeited her rights under the deed. The 
deed contained no dum ecasta clause, so that the first ground of 
defence involved the contention that in all such deeds such a 
clause, if not expressed, is to be implied, and this was put upon 
the ground that to hold otherwise would be contrary to public 
aeer- The court, however, refused to entertain a proposition 
which would be in the teeth of all authority for the last two hun- 
dred years. In connection with this point, the case affords a curious 
instance of the value of the law reports in the daily papers; the 
Master of the Rolls being reported in two morning papers as saying 
in the course of his judgment that this point had been decided 
some two hundred years ago aguinst such a doctrine, “although, 
strange to say, expert conveyancers persisted up to the present day 
in inserting in such deeds the absolutely futile and senseless clause 
that annuities to be paid under them should be only paid during 
chastity.” From which the reader might infer that, in the 
opinion of the Master of the Rolls, such a clause is no longer 
operative. The meaning of his lordship’s words is probably better 
conveyed in the more concise report of the judgment in the Times, 
which is to the effect that if the doctrine in question were good, 
the dum casta clause would have been unnecessary, and that, there- 
fore, the astute conveyancer would not have inserted it. On the 
second point the court thought the authorities clear that 
the coyenants in a separation deed are independent, and that, 
therefore, a breach of a covenant on the wife’s part does not 
release the husband from his obligations. The only other point of 
interest was that involved in the counter-claim by the husband for 
for ‘‘ molestation.” To support this, it was contended 

that though adultery alone did not constitute molestation, yet that 
it did if it was followed by the birth of a child, and especially if 
such child was asserted by the mother to be the child of her hus- 
band. On the facts of the case, however, the court held that 
there was no evidence of any such assertion, and they added that 
the birth of the child in itself was not sufficient to constitute 
an act of molestation, for there must be evidence of intent to 
molest, which mere adultery clearly was not— which last proposition 
seems to be sufficiently obvious. 





We setizve it was expected by the Board of Trade that the 
cease of In re Taylor, Ex parte The Board of Trade, which came 
before the Divisional Court on Thursday last, on appeal from a 
decision of the county court judge at Leeds, would do much 
towards determining the exact satus of the official receiver. The 
case was decided too late in the week to enable us to obtain a 
formal report, but we believe that the following may be taken as 
a correct statement of the facts and decisions. The official reveiver, 
with the sanction of the trustee under a composition and of the 
debtor, had made himself personaily liable for money spent in 

¢ goods for the purpose of carrying on the debtor’s 
business. The composition was duly approved of, but the official 
receiver, before handing over the debtor’s property to the trustee 
under the composition, claimed from the trustee the expenses to 
which he had been put in carrying on the business. Subsequently 
the official receiver offered to hand over the property on the 
trustee’s giving a personal undertaking to recoup him for his 
onan Both these offers were refused. On the matter coming 

re the county court judge, it was ordered that the official 
receiver should hand over the debtor's property to the trustee 
under the composition, the trustee undertaking to indemnify the re- 
ceiver “ in due order of priority.” Against this decision the official 


receiver p ore the Divisional Court counsel for the 
trustee that, not only had the official receiver no right 


Justice Day in 


pany (26 W. R. 26, L. R. 6 Ch. 
delicate questions of identity of structure which 


bound to hand over the property unconditionally, and that he m 


(L. R. 23 Ch. D. 75), where it was held that, if a receiver 
manager appointed under rule 5 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1871, 


obtaining the authority of the court, he was only entitled to an 


against the trustee for payment. 
believe, prepared to contend that the official receiver, as regards 
money advanced by him, occupies a higher position than a receiver 
under the Act of 1869, or an ordinary receiver appointed by the 
High Court. The court, however, without going into that question, 
decided that in this case the official receiver should hand over the 
property to the trustee, and that the trustee should pay to the 
official receiver, out of the first assets which came into his hands, 
the expenses which the official receiver had incurred; and the 
order of the county court judge was varied accordingly. With 
the decision of the Divisional Court in this particular case no one 
will be disposed to quarrel, but the decision does not go far 
towards determining the exact status of the official receiver. 





We wear loud complaints of the gross darkness in which the 
afternoon administration of justice at the Royal Courts is at present 
involved. The machinery for providing the electric light is not 
yet complete, and on two days during the present week the 
miserable oil lamps in the courts have had to be lighted about 
three o’clock. If this state of things is to continue, frequenters of 
the courts will do well to provide their own private lanterns. 





NEW LIGHTS FOR OLD. 


As long ago as 1740 Lord Hardwicke said, ‘‘If I should give an 
opinion that lengthening of windows, or making more lights in 
the old wall than there were formerly, would vary the rights of 
persons, it might create innumerable disputes in populous cities, 
especially in London, and, therefore, I do not give an absolute 
opinion, but I should rather think it does not vary the right” 
(Hast Indian Company v. Vincent, 2 Atk. 83.) Notwithstanding 
this qualified opinion ‘innumerable disputes” did arise ; but, as 
appears from the recent case of Newson v. Pender (L. R. 27 Ch. D. 
43), without settling on a final and satisfactory basis the rights of 
the parties where substantial alterations are made in the position of 
the windows. The mercantile value of light is so great, and the 
substitution of new for old buildings takes place so frequently in 
populous cities, that the subject is of general and increasing im- 
portance. We shall, therefore, in the present article endeavour to 
place before our readers a concise statement of the law relating to 
ancient lights, so far as it depends upon an alteration of windows. 

Before referring, however, to the decisions, it must be premised 
that the right to ancient light depends now on the Prescription 
Act (2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71), and not on any presumption of a grant 
or licence from the adjoining owner; and, further, that there are 
two ways in which existing windows may be altered. One by the 
alteration of the opening, the other by rebuilding the premises. 
These have hitherto been treated as undistinguishable, provided the 
openings in the new structure corresponded wholly or in part with 
those which they replaced. It is, however, far from clear that, 
upon the words of the statute, there is not a fundamental difference. 

The statutory right is conferred in respect of ‘the access and use 
of light to and for any dwelling-house, workshop or other build- 

ing”; and it might be reasonably contended that, when a dwell- 
ing-house, workshop, or other building was entirely demolished, and 

was replaced by a structure of a different kind,the old right had 

been lost, not by any change in the windows, but by the annihila- 

tion of the tenement which had acquired the easement. It was, 


indeed, said by Lord Justice Fry in the case of The Wational 


Provincial Plate Glass Coane: Prudential Assurance Com- 

. 757) that ‘‘ the house need not 
identical in every respect. We are not to be involved in those 
uzzled the 





in the nature of a lien over the debtor’s property, but that he was 





Atheniapvs with regard to their sacred trireme,” and in The Heolegi- 


Nov. 22, 1884. 


look to the assets for an indemnity for the expenses which he had 
incurred. Counsel reliedupon Ex parte Izard, In re Bushell (N “2 =] 
advanced money for the purposes of the debtor’s business, without — 


indemnity out of the assets, and could not obtain a personal order 
The Board of Trade were, we — 
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he hal gitical Commissioners v. Kino (28 W. R. 544, L. R. 14 Ch. D. | the inference of fact that no one of the present lights claimed is a 
No. 1) 919), an injunction was granted where a church which had acquired | continuation of one of the ancient lights ;” and Lord Bramwell, in 






r and 8 iptive right had been pulled down, and the site was at the 
1871, time not occupied by any building. In this case the decision rested 





ithout om the fact that it was intended to erect new buildings with 
to an windows in the same positions as were formerly occupied by the 

order qgncient lights, But as there was no allegation that another church 

>, We was to be erected, it seems to support the proposition that ancient 
gards lights in a church may be continued by the windows of a dwelling- 
eiver house or other building. 

y the Whether a variation in the nature of the building affects the 

tion, right must, it is conceived, notwithstanding the cases which have 

r the been mentioned, be still regarded as an open question, and we 

> the therefore pass to the consideration of the cases which depend on 

nds, thealteration of the windows where the character of the building has 
the not been changed. 

Vith There seem to be three ways in which a window may be altered. 
one First, by simple enlargement, the whole of the former light-admitting 
far area being included in the new window. Secondly, by being 

moved up or down, to one side or the other, but not so far as to 
gecupy an entirely new position. In this case the new and old 
lows are supposed to overlap. Thirdly, by a change in the 

e of the window, where it is either brought forward or set 





the k, or made slanting instead of perpendicular, or vice versd. 
ent An example of this change is found in the substitution of a bow for 
not mordinary window, or of a dormer for a skylight. As to the first 
the of these alterations the law must be considered to have been finally 
out settled by the case of Tupling v. Jones (13 W. R. 617, 11 H. L. 
| of (as. 290), which decided that the existing right is not in any way 


affected by the mere enlargement of the opening, or by making 
new windows above or below, to the right or to the left of the 
oddone. It had, previously to this case, been decided (Renshaw 
y. Bean, 18 Q. B. 112) that if the owner of the servient tenement 
could not obstruct the new, without at the same time interfering 
with the old window, he was entitled to do so; and for this 


in reason, that otherwise new rights would be acquired over his 
in property after the lapse of a few years. In Hutchinson v. Cope- 
of stake (9 C. B. N. §. 863) the Exchequer Chamber adopted the 
s, same principle. The circumstances of this case, however, differed 
fe from those of Renshaw v. Bean, for there was no window in the 
” new building which was coincident with an old window, and, there- 
g fore, the second kind of alteration, to which we have adverted above, 
8 had there to be considered. The decision in Renshaw v. Bean, 


" and some of the reasons given in Hutchinson v. Copestake, were 
f overruled by the House of Lords in Zapling v. Jones; for it was 
f expressly laid down that the opening of a new window is in itself 
an innocent act, and cannot destroy existing rights, or confer 
new rights upon another person. It is clearly an authority only 
with reference to the first kind of alteration, and according to Lord 
Justice Cotton, in the recent case of Newson v. Pender, ‘ All that 
Tapling v. Jones decided was that where there is a modern light 
in a reconstructed building coincident with an old light there, 
the right to be protected was not lost by putting other lights in 
the building which were not entitled to any protection from being 
ancient lights.” 

When the area of the ancient light is not wholly included in 
that of the new, much more difficult questions arise. First, is the 
alteration evidence of an intention to abandon the right? 
Secondly, if there is no evidence of abandonment, is there a legal 
tight in respect of the common area, however small it may be? 
Or, in other words, can there be an ancient pane in a modern 
window ? And, thirdly, assuming the legal right to subsist, is the 
owner of the dominant tenement entitled to an injunction, or will 
he be left to his remedy in demages ? 

Evidence of all the: circumstances of the case seems to be ad- 
missible on the question of abandonment of the right, and in 
Newson v. Pender some stress was laid on “the great care taken 
at the time of erecting the new buildings to make a record of the 
exact position occupied by all the ancient lights before the alter- 

ation was made.” 
Whether, if there is no abandonment, the legal right subsists in 
a. of part only of an ancient window, with the consequential 


damages, is a question which cannot be said to be finally | ? 


determined. Lord Blackburn, indeed, in Hutchinson v. Copestake, 
said: “We find that no one of the Birger present windows 
substantially corresponds with an ‘ancient window, and we draw 












the same case, observed: ‘I coneur in this judgment solely on the 
ground that noone of the existing windows occupies the same 
position as any one of the ancient windows did.” Although these 
dicta are not inconsistent with the subsequent ruling of the House 
of Lords in Yapling v. Jones, it may be doubted whether the 
principle on which they rest—viz., that the identity of the window 
must be continued—has not been somewhat rudely shaken by that 
case. It may be gathered, from incidental remarks of judges 
rather than from actual decision, that, however small the ancient area 
may be, the legal right still remains. Thus, Giffard, L.J., in 
Staight v. Burn (18 W. R. 243, L. BR. 5 Ch. 163), referring to 
Heath v. Bucknall (17 W. BR. 755, L. RB. 8 Eq. 1), says: “ A very 
small and almost inappreciable proportion of the ancient window 
was there preserved, and the rest was new, so that there would 
have been no material damagesat law.” The same view seems to 
have been taken by Cotton, L.J., in Newson v. Pender, in the 
following passage—a passage which also sufficiently explains the 
circumstances under which the remedy by injunction will be 
available to the plaintiff. ‘I do not,” he says at p. 61, “think it 
necessary to decide whether or no the right at law may or may not 
exist in respect of a good many of these windows. The plaintiffs 
have contended that they are entitled to legal protection and 
protection in equity in respect of all these windows, which include 
any portion of the area of the ancient windows, and, at any rate, to 
protection as regards the portions of their windows which de 
include, or coincide with, any portion of the area of his ancient 
windows. But it is a very difficult question to my mind 
whether, although they may have their legal right of action 
in respect of windows which include in their area any substantial 
portion of their ancient lights, they are entitled to an injunction ; 
because an injunction is only granted when there is a substantial 
interference with the access of light. And when the portion of 
the ancient window area which is retained in the area of the new 
windows is comparatively small, it may well be, and in my 
opinion would be, the case, that even if the plaintiffs were entitled 
to maintain an action at law, the damage to them by blocking up 
the only portion of the new window in regard to which they 
would be entitled to protection at all, must be so immaterial as not 
to entitle them to the protection of a court of equity by injunction 
in respect of that portion of the window, even although it may be 
legally considered as an ancient light.” — : 

The better opinion, therefore, age to be that =. legal —_ to 
ancient light exists in respect of every of the entire area 
through which it is admitted, and is, a ani not wholly lost so 
long as any part of the ancient area continues to supply light; 
but that an injunction will only be granted when the owen at 
law would be substantial. 

Our limits of space forbid us to enter at present on the con- 
sideration of the question how far an alteration in the plane of a 
window affects the right to ancient light. 








There could be no better proof, says the Zimes reporter on the South- 
Eastern Circuit, of the advantages of a winter assize than was afforded on this 
circuiton Saturday. Four prisoners were charged, two with perjury, one with 
stealing, and one with bigamy, and in each case the tion completely 
broke down. The ury cases were of great , as the ners 
had been in custody since the 27th of A last, when they had given 
evidence upon a trivial charge of assault in a harvest-field. Mr. Justice 
Mani it was a sad thing to think that these people had been in prison 
for so long a time upon such evidence as was before him. He severely 
censured the course had been taken. 


During the hearing of an indictment for libel at the Norfolk Assizes on 
Saturday last, Lord Col said he strongly set his face against turning 
libels into crimes. A h years ago much persons than 
himself would not have allowed such a case as to go even before a 

d jury. It had become too fashionable nowadays if a person was 
oa wie was pty Pecg ye it utp 2. eoNERA sous 
But it must a very deed ustify su . 
although it was in vain to say so now, because the practice become 
established, He would, however, never help to turn what after all was a 
urely civil question into a criminal one. If a man’s character were 
attacked, let him vindicate it in a civil court. 


Messrs. De Jersey & Preston’s address is 4, Tokenhouse-bui 
Lothbury, end not 4 as steded ta om abvertionment te. ous lame af Se 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


I, ORGANIZATION GENERALLY, 
4. Tue Soxicrror’s CLERKS—({ Continued). 


In our last week’s “a gern tee directed the ae: of our — 
principally to points which appeared to us worthy of consideration, 
as bearing upon the relations of principal and clerk, irrespective of 
the particular status of the latter. We now propose to refer to different 
classes of solicitors’ clerks, in so far as they concern our special 
subject. 

irst and foremost comes the grade—to which this article will be 
devoted — represented by that wonderfully elastic phrase, “‘ managing 
clerk.” The expression embraces alike such opposite types as the con- 
fidential, unadmitted clerk who has served some eminent firm for 
half a century, and, so far as trust.and responsibility are con- 
cerned, is partner in all but name; the admitted solicitor who 
emerged from his articles a few months since, and has obtained a 
salaried position ; and the nondescript being, who is often extremely 
Sauthiel aks does not appear to have anything to manage, or to be 
particularly capable of managing it if he , but to whom it is a 
source of never-failing gratification to assume the title, as a-sort of 
brevet rank, when he occasion to describe himself in an affidavit. 

There is one material point concerning the genus managing clerk 
about which a strong and—if we may venture to say so—not, per- 
haps, @ very generous, or even loaieal, opinion is often held, The 
fact that a tleman who aspires to fill such a post is himself an 
admitted solicitor at once places him, in the eyes of many of his 
elder brethren, as our advertisement columns testify, on a ‘“‘ No Irish 
need apply” footing. Let us examine the main reasons, as we under- 
stand for this view, and see what can be said on the other side 
of the question. 

First, it is said that an admitted solicitor cannot be ex to be 
satisfied with remaining a clerk all his life, and will regard his 
eer only as a stepping-stone to better things—that he’ may 
be 1 upon as a bird of passage. This is quite true, and we are 
disposed to attribute more weight to it than to any other reason which 
ean be urged by way of general objection to the employment of 
admitted solicitors as clerks. But we think that the objection does 
not now hold good to anything like the extent which may formerly 
have been the case. It is no secret that the ranks of the profession 
have been swelled of late years to an extent which gives cause for 
much anxiety as.to the future, and that the difficulty of getting into 
practice to-day is immeasurab]y greater than was the case twenty 
— ago. There are numbers of men educated for the pro- 
ession, and able and more than willing to work, who long for em- 
plo: t in vain, and would regard a moderately paid datkihip as & 
godsend, Putting aside the comparatively few cases in which the 

ture is assured, and a clerkship is looked upon merely as a con- 
venient means of gaining experience before a principal’s seat, 
which is being ‘kept warm,’ is filled, it is our strong impression 
that the admitted solicitor clerk may generally be reckoned upon in 
the present day not to make any attempt to throw up his position for 
@ good many years to come, always provided that he is fairly treated, 
and that increasing usefulness and capacity for responsible work 
meet with adequate a 

Again, it is urged thatthe admitted solicitor may be tempted to tamper 
with the connection of his principal; that if he is afforded the oppor- 
tunity of coming in contact with the clients he may avail himself of 
the opportunity of ingratiating himself with them, and then one fine 
day will take his leave with some of the clients in his wake. As to 
this we have already expressed our opinion in a previous article, that 
asa general rule principals, should make a point of seeing clients 
Sead and should not, to,.any considerable extent, remit that 

to clerks, however able or efficient. But passing that by, the 
— of objection which we have just stated, and have often 
to be advanced, seems to us to altogether unworthy and 
untenable. To begin with, the solicitor who cannot keep a suffi- 
ciently personal hold over his business to preserve his influence with 
his clients, as against inside machinations at least, does not stike us 
as an object of sympathy. But above and ond that, the objec- 
tion, on the face of it, assumes deliberately dishonourable and 
treacherous conduct on or of a gentleman selected presumably 
after inquiries have been which ought to show him to be incapable 
of committing it. A managing clerk of juevieusly spotless character 
may, of course, abstract postage-stamps and embezzle petty cash, 
but it is not usually assumed @ priori that he will do so. The work 
e life cannot be carried on to any purpose in a perpetual atmosphere 


suspicion. 
Once more, it is said that an admitted solicitor will naturally 
or attract to himself in time some connection and 
we business of his own to do, which will Z his time and 
attention to the detriment of his employer's interests. This; we 





think, is a much sounder objection than the last, and not by any 
means easy to meet in many cases. Human nature is human natung, 
and if the young salaried solicitor can squeeze in a little piece of 
business on his own account—or for that matter a large piece—hy 
will be sorely tempted to do so, and to cherish it as his ewe 


. 
S7 


The most drastic measure unquestionably, and one which is adopt i & 


by a good many principals, is to forbid private work altogether, ang 
rabies to wider en pes. rey clerk to take out a practising certificate; 
and this measure is again uently accompanied by an un , 
ing that any business which cd peonsau. Erase jet yon : 
by the firm, and that some agreed proportion of the net profit derived 
from it is to be given to him. This cannot, we think ( 
a wholly satisfactory plan. Unaccompanied by the q i 
proviso it is likely to create discontent and restlessness—accom= 
panied by it there is a certain reversal in spirit of the relations of 
principal and clerk which may have its own disadvantages. On the’ 
whole, however, we think that the concession to a managing clerk 
of a right of private practice carries with it too large an unknown 


quantity of abstracted time and attention to be safely or wisely © 


given in a principal’s interest, and, short of excluding altogether 
any business which would otherwise jeu eneaey fall in the clerk’s 
way, we know of no other practical expedient than that it should be 
transacted by his employer, with some direct or indirect beneficial 
result to the clerk. here are, of course, exceptional instances in 
which the reservation of a —_ of private practice is exp’ 
recognized in fixing the clerk’s remuneration—in other words, if 
may be distinctly understood that he will, in fact, only be able to 
devote part of his time to the duties of a clerk, and will give to his 
own personal business whatever attention it may require. Such a 
plan savours too much of conflicting interests to our thinking, and 
we gaeton. gravely whether it ever really answers the expectation 
of either 2 

There remains yet one more objection which is advanced. It ig 
said that the average admitted solicitor who has only recently pa 
his examinations is often very superficially acquainted with the 
practical work of a solicitor’s office ; that he has mastered the rule in 
Shelley’s case, but does not know how to make out a bill of costs; has 


got the Judicature Acts at his fingers’ ends, but cannot indorse a writ, - 


or sign a judgment. There is much truth in this, again. Articled — 
clerks do not always value their rtunities, and principals do not 
always impress upon them with ient earnestness the importance 


of doing so; and the preparation, however valuable in its way, for 


aes an examination does not greatly facilitate the handling of 
etails of daily work. But, while this may be an excellent reason 
for not incontinently pitchforking a newly-fledged solicitor into an 
important post, in which it is esired that, so far as details are 
concerned, the work shall be done more or less without supervision, 
it surely affords none for tarring with the same brush all admitted 
solicitors, experienced or otherwise, who desire to obtain clerkships. 
We have referred to all the objections of a general kind to the 
employment as clerks of admitted solicitors which are known to us 
as at all commonly received opinions, and have expressed our views as 
to each, with every desire to look at the matter from a fair and 
reasonable standpoint. Let us now very briefly see whether any- 
thing is to be said affirmatively, in a purely general sense, in favour 
of the admitted as compared with the non-admitted managing clerk. 
We are conscious of treading on delicate ground, and are very far 
indeed from desiring to decry a most deserving and hard-working 
body of men. Indeed, we say at once that, given all the need- 
ful qualifications of a thoroughly competent and effective se 
clerk, the non-admitted Gate does, in our judgment, possess decid 
advantages, from an employer’s point of view, in respect of his 
greater knowledge of the Jetails of a solicitor’s practice, and of the 
robability that his life-long services may be available. But we 
belie lieve that we shall, be borne out by the general opinion of ex- 
perienced solicitors in saying that a non-admitted clerk, coming up to 
the standard of our datum point, is, in the present day, an extremely 
difficult to find. . We are disposed to think that the class of 
staid, elderly managing clerk, familiar to us in earlier days, is be- 
coming ually extinct. The conditions under which business is now 
done are not favourable for the development out of an office-boy of 
the old-fashioned type of managing clerk. It may, we think, be 
questioned very much whether the prizes to be gained are lar 
enough to attract men of the right stamp to struggle inst 
difficulties of imperfect education and poe inferiority in the hope of 
reaching, by slow degrees, an arduous an@ responsible position. 
The facilities afforded by shorthand writing and other modern 
appliances of the man of: Breve » devoted to saving of time and 
trouble, combined with the nature of many of the changes which have 
come to pass in every department of practice, have had the effect of 
enabling the solicitor, for the most to get through his work with 
less clerkly assistance than he wi have needed a tion ago ; 


and, as a uence, the managing clerk’s has unfavour- 
ably affected by the inexorable law of supply anddemand. But, even 
we are mistaken both in our reasoning and our con- 


supposing 
clusion, in so far as they concern the mere question of a comparison 
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edition, with which we have been familiar for some years. The book, 
as it now stands, is a most formidable rival to Gale, and is likely to 
become an indispensable part of the lawyer’s library. The treatment 
of Angus v. Dalton seems to us to be exceedingly satisfactory. The 
reader will find, at p. 280, the pith of a case occupying 182 pages of 
the Law Reports, given in less than twelve . And with regard to 
the other recent cases we have examined we have found the result of 
the decisions generally carefully considered and correctly stated. We 
question, however, whether the statement on p. 449, practically 
reproduced from the last edition, and on p. 6520, 
“if the land of the dominant owner sinks, by reason of excavation in 
the servient tenement, not in consequence of the additional weight 
imposed on the surface, but just as it would have sunk had no houses 
been erected, the servient owner will be held liable, not only for the 
damage to the land, but also for the consequential damage caused to the 
newly-erected houses,” is not too broadly stated, having regard to the 
case of Smith v. Thackerah (14 W. R. 832, L. R. 1 c P. 564), which 
is properly cited in the note. We confess we are inclined to think 
that decision right. We think also that the statement on p. 451, that 
“it would seem that if the dominant owner increases the weight of a 
house for which he is entitled to support, and the servient owner 
excavates in such a manner that the 5 pon must have fallen in an’ 
event, even though the weight of the house had not been in 
the law would hold the servient owner responsible for the damage,” 
is somewhat questionable, and should, at all events, have been quali- 
fied by ide 9 what damage the servient owner is to be held 
responsible. r. Goddard’s p of arrangement involves some 
amount of repetition—see, for instance, pp. 53 and 341, But, with- 
out further criticism, we may sncmatirs e book to our readers. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


PRIVATE ARRANGEMENTS 7. BANKRUPTCY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Some time ago I read a very able article in the SoLicrrors’ 
JOURNAL, pointing out the injustice which might arise under the new 
Bankruptcy Act in consequence of one or two creditors acting against 
all the other creditors. The following is a ease in point:—On 
the 13th of March last, a composition of ten shillings in the pound 
fully secured, payable by two instalments of five vshillin ings each at 
two and four months, was offered. There were nearly 100 creditors 
present at the meeting at which the offer was made, and all but one 
agreed to accept the offer. The creditor who refused was a creditor 
for about £120, and he stated that his reason for refusing was, that 
if the matter went into bankruptcy the estate would renlias twelve 
shillings and sixpence in the pound. He was at once offered the 
estate for eleven shillings in the pound, but refused to purchase a 
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of salaries in past and present days, we are confident that we are | for a sum which, on the 18th of July last (four months five days 
right in our view that the efficient non-admitted a oS after the date of the ing at the offer of ten shillings was 
asa matter of fact, becoming a veritable rara avis. On the other hand, ee a dividend, as declared by the official receiver, of 
there is an absolute glut of admitted solicitors seeking employment as | five gs and sixpence in the pound. 
derks, in many of whom no greater offence could be found than the} The following figures will show the cost of realizing the estate, d 
fact that they are admitted. They offer, in point of overw i declaring a dividend of five shillings and sixpence in pound :— 
gg very much ae of sary oat the punretent 1884. £ 8a 1884 ‘ee 

ey possess, though in very di t degrees of co ison, 0 
of course, the qualifications of education and knowledge of law as a ~~, ay eed oe ae 
i both of which are, of necessity, conspicuously lacking in the 1884, to date "1400 0 0 rile I viz :— 
large majority of non-admitted managing clerks. Against this there Letina ee of Trade and 
lave to be weighed, undoubtedly, in the majority of instances, want of court fees... 114 17 0 
ience in the details of practice, and the other objections which Valuer’s charges 12 61 
we have attempted to review. We in no wise seek to underrate any Gazette notices, ad- 
of these objections, but, at a time when so many young, admitted vertisements, wages, 
solicitors are sitting with idle hands and hopi i tal ex- 
for employment, we think it not inopportune to endeavour to we 685 8 
t out what may be urged for, as well as against, their claims Law costs of “ 
when a managing clerk’s post falls vacant. 10 ph ptm glu aa 
A eee 
Se da) on 106 5 0 
Amount of dividend of 
REVIEWS. Ss. 6d. in the pound 
kage ‘ £3,479 7s. 7d. 956 16 7 
EASEMENTS, Amount reserved for 
A TREATISE ON THE Law oF EasEMENTS. By Jonn LEYBOURN claims «=.  .. 16 17 8 

GopDARD, Barrister-at-Law. Turrp EDITION. Stevens & Sons. — Lreagypcart Psd 

We are able, as the result of a careful perusal of the new portions 7 hividend 15 5 3 
of this edition of Mr. Goddard’s book, to congratulate the author on caiteibibindiases Leite tent 
the important advance towards completeness made since the last £1,400 0 0 £1,400 0 0 


The solicitor’s costs, if the private arrangement for paying ten 
shillings in the pound had been carried through, were to have been 
£25 only. 

I thin facts such as these ought to be brought prominently before 
the profession and the public, and I cannot think of a better medium 
than your swing 7 a:e se if you can find room for the insertion of 
so long a letter. e figures and facts can, of course, be vouched at 
any time, if needful, by Fam Puay. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Covet or AprpgaL—Luarrep Company — Mortcacr—RecistTRaTion— 


Morreace to Dreecrors—Vauiprry—Compantes Act, 1862, s. 43.—In a 
case of In re Joseph Wright § Co., before the Court of Appeal or the 13th 
inst., the question was of the of a mortgage given by a 
limited company, formed under = Act of 1862, — _ ae the — 
gage not having been registered becca gy | @ provisions 
section 43 of the Act, which inflicts a penalty of £50 on any director or officer 
of the company who ne. and ly authorizes or permits the 
omission’ of the registration, but does not make the invalid. 
It will be remembered that there has been a difference of ju —_ 
on this point. In Ez per’ svaw Se 3-5 289) James, L.J., held that 
no director or other ofhcer of the company could avail himself of an un- 
registered mortgage. And in Jn re Native Iron Ore Company (L. R. 2 Ch. 
D. 345) Oo: ee ted this view. In Jn re International 
Pulp Company (L. R. 6 D. 556) Jessel, M.R., expressed his dissent 
from these decisions, and he afterwards, in the Court of 
his dissent in Ji 


tinction was that the martes was made to 
directors of the com A the present case 
decisions of the Court of Appeal 
is to carry the case to 
not attempt to argue the case, 


taken a mortgage, and it was tat, We cent ven Gngeae, 
because he had since executed soul es. eanteny Coekeeien & ete 


in favour of his wife. The 


tion of trust in favour of his wife did not afford 
—Counsst, M ry Q.c., i 
Norton ; Russell ts. Soxrcrrors, 
G. S. Warmington ; Flux § Leadbitter. 





The consequence of the refusal was, that the debtors were con.pell 
to file a tabavotey petition, and, eventually, the estate was sold 
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ve The Globe General Inswrance Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 
15th inst., a question arose as to the list in which an ap we to have 
been entered. The appeal was by a petition from the dismissal by Wills, 
J., of a winding-up petition. The apeeel had been entered in the inter- 
locutory list. The court (Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), after consulting with 
the other judges of the Court of Appeal, said that, though an appeal 
from the order made on a winding-up petition is interlocutory as 8 
the time within which notice of ap must be given, the order is in its 
nature a final one, and the appeal must be entered in the final list. The 
present appeal was accordingly ordered to be transferred to the final list. 
—OovunseL, Dunham ; Eve. Soutcrrons, Wheatley ; Saxelby § Faulkner. 





Revivorn— Bankruptcy or Derenpant—Trustze «in BANKRUPTCY— 
Liantmrry ror Cosrs.—In a case of Borneman v. Wilson, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 14th inst., an important question was raised as to the 
liability of a trustee in bankruptcy to pay the costs of an appeal of which 
bankrupt defendants had given notice before they became bankrupt, but 
which the trustee did not desire to prosecute. The action was commenced 
on the Ist of August last, the writ claiming an account of all receipts and 
— by the defendants on account of the plaintiff ; an account of all 

ealings and transactions by the defendants, as the agents of the plaintiff ; 
a receiver of goods belonging to the plantiff in the possession of the 
defendants ; and an injunction to restrain the defendants from parting 
with the goods. On the 7th of August Bacon, V.C., on the motion of 
the plaintiff, ted an injunction and appointed a receiver. On the 
same day the defendants, by special leave of the Court of Appeal, served 
the —— with notice of appeal from this order. On the 4th of Sep- 
tember a receiving order in Seakreptcy was made against the defendants. 
They were afterwards adjudicated bankrupts, and, on the 7th of October, 
a trustee of their estate was appointed. On the 18th of October, on the 
petition of the plaintiff, the ordinary ex garte order was made that the 
action and the proceedings therein should be carried on and prosecuted 
by the plaintiff against the trustee, as defendant, in like manner as the 
same might have been carried on and prosecuted against the original 
defendants if they had not become bankrupts. The trustee did not move 
to discharge this order, but, on the 3lst of October, his solicitors wrote 
to the plaintiff’s solicitor, acknowledging the receipt of a copy of it, and 
adding, ‘‘It is not the intention of our client to proceed with the appeal 
or to take any proceedings thereon.” After this the trustee’s solicitors 
entered an appearance for him in the action, and gave notice that he 
should require a statement of claim to be delivered by the plaintiff. The 
— being in the day’s list for hearing, counsel for the trustee stated 
his client did not intend to prosecute the appeal, and submitted that 
he ought not to be made personally responsible for the costs of it. On 
behalf of the plaintiff it was contended that the trustee had adopted the 
action as it stood, and had thus made himself responsible for the costs 
already incurred. The court (Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the 
ap must be dismissed, with costs to be paid by the trustee. Bowen, 
L.J., said that, without discussing the Len of the exact position of a 
trustee in bankruptcy who found himself made a party to an action in 
which proceedings had been taken before the bankruptcy, it was clear 
that, if he elected to go on with the action, and thus approbated what had 
beed done, he must take the action as he found it. He could not appro- 
bate and reprobate ; he could not blow hot and cold, take part of the 
action and leave the rest. Fry, L.J., was entirely of the same opinion. 
When the trustee adopted the defence to the action, he adopted the 
action exactly as it then stood. He could not take one part of the pro- 
ceedings and reject the rest.—Oounset, Herbert Reed; Millar, Q.C., and 
Brooke. Sortcrrons, Hindson Miller § Vernon; A. G. Ditton. 





JUDGMENT ror Account—Setriep Account—Buripine Socrery—Avunpirep 
Accounts.—In a case of Holgate v. Shutt, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 14th inst., a question arose as to the right of a party, against whom 


a judgment for an account has been pronounced, to rely, on the taking | 8" 


of the account in chambers, upon a settlement cf account, though the 
judgment contains no direction with regard to settled accounts. The 
action was brought by members of a building society, on behalf of them- 
selyes and all the other members, except the defendant, against the late 
secretary of the society, himself a member, for an account of all moneys 
of the society come to his hands, and payment of what should be found 
due from him. In December, 1883, judgment was giver for an account, but 
the judgment contained no direction as to the not disturbing of settled 
accounts. The defendant, on the taking of the account in chambers, 
relied upon an account which had been uudited by the auditor of the 
society as conclusive. The plaintiffs took out a summons asking that this 
account might be disregarded. The rules of the society provided that, 
after the auditing and signing of the accounts as therein mentioned, ‘‘ the 
secretary shall not be answerable for any mistakes, omissions, or errors 
that may be found in such accounts hereafter.’”” Bacon, V.C., was of 
~— that the plaintiffs could not go behind the audited account. The 
urt of Appeal (L. R. 27 Ch. D. 111, 28 Soxrcrrors’ Jovrwat, 597) held 
that, though the audited accounts could not be disregarded, they were 
only primé facie evidence in favour of the defendant, and that the plaintiffs 
were entitled to impeach them on the ground of fraud; and, though the 
court dismissed the appeal, they prefaced their order with a statement of 
opinion to that effect. The plaintiffs afterwards in chambers raised the 
cna that the audited account on which the defendant relied had not 
audited in accordance with the rules of the society, and was not, 
therefore, even primd facie evidence for the defendant, Bacon, V.C., was 
of opinion that this point had been really decided by the former expres- 
sign of opinion by the Court of Appeal, and that the audited account 


— 
produced by the defendant must be taken to have been audited jy 
accordance with the rules of the society, and that the account directed by 
the apignans ust commence from the foot of the audited account. Th 
Court o' (Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), however, were of opinion 
the audited account on which the defendant relied had not been au 
in accordance with the rules. They, therefore, discharged the order 
Bacon. V.C., but without prejudice to the right of the defendant to show 
that the audited account ought to be as a settled account 
any ground other than that it had been audited in accordance with the 
—Oounsat, Millar, Q.C., and Farwell; Marten, Q.0., and Hamilin 
a Sourcrrors, Pritchard, Englefield, § o.; Johnson § 
Weat m 


Contempt or Courtr—Commirrat—Jurispiction—OnrDER NOT WILPULLY 
DISOBEYED.—In a case of Hewitt v. Mansel, before the Court of = 
on the 14th inst., the question was raised whether the court has j 
tion to commit a person for disobedience to an order when his disobedi. 
ence has not been wilful. A receiver appointed by a mo of real 
estate had been ordered to withdraw some notices which he served on 
the tenants to pay their rents to him. Shortly after the order was made 
he wrote to an agent, directing him to inform the tenants that the notices 
were withdrawn, but he did not take care to satisfy himself that the with- 
drawal was, in fact, made known to the tenants, and it turned out that 
it was not. On this being discovered a motion was made to commit the 
receiver for contempt in disobeying the order, and Chitty, J., ordered 
him to pay the costs of the motion. He appealed, and it was urged on his 
behalf that he had not wilfully disobeyed the order, but had done his best 
to comply with it, and that, the disobedience not being wilful, the court 
had no jurisdiction to commit, and no jurisdiction, therefore, to order the 
payment of costs. The Court of Appeal (Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) held 
that there was jurisdiction to commit, and that they could not interfere with 
the discretion of the judge as to costs. Bowzn, L.J., said that the re- 
ceiver took some ct to obey the order, but he did not do the one thing he 
was bound to do—viz., give the tenants notice of the withdrawal himself, 
There was clearly jurisdiction to make an order of committal, and the 
Court of “Appeal could not interfere. Fry, L.J., was of opinion that 
when an order of the court has been disobeyed there is jurisdiction to com- 
mit, whether the disobedience was wilful or not, though the court is 
not in the habit of ordering a committal, except in the case of wilful dis- 
obedience. In the present case he thought the judge had exercised his 
discretion as to costs properly, for there had been gross negligence on the 

of the receiver.—CounsEL, Whitehorne, Q.C., and Dauney ; Ince,5Q.0., 
and Levett. Soxicrrors, J. C. Stogdon ; Bowker, Peake, § Co. 





Manpamus—Practice—Pieapinc—Piea To Return or UNconprrronat 
Compiiance—R. 8S. C., 1883, orp. 53, n. 9—Orp. 68, x. 1—Onrp. 72, R. 2. 
—In a case of The Queen v. The Justices of Staffordshire, in the Court of 
Appeal, No. 1, on the 19th inst., the question was raised whether the 
applicants for a writ of mandamus can plead to a return of unconditional 
compliance. A writ of mandamus, which was not peremptory, ha 
issued to licensing justices, commanding them to hold an adjourn 
meeting, and to proceed to hear and determine a certain application for 
a renewal of a licence, the justices filed their return that within a 
reasonable time after the service of the writ upon them they did hold an 
adjourned meeting, and did, in due form of law, proceed to hear and 
determine the said application. To the return the applicant filed a plea 


denying that the justices had seat heard and determined the appli- 
cation, and ing that they illegally refused to renew the licence 
applied for. « plea also contained a statement of the circumstances 


under which the adjourned ing referred toin the return had been 
held. Application was made on behalf of the justices to strike out 
the plea to the return, on the ground that no pleading was allowed 
by law, and that the plea was irregular and embarrassing. It was 
ed that such a plea was expressly excepted in ord. 53, r. 9; 
that there was no subsisting practice, the statutes 9 Anne, c. 20, and 
1 Will. 4, c. 22, and the 7 sect Law Procedure Act, 1854, as to 
mandamus, having been repealed in 1883 by 46 & 47 Vict. c. 49, and that, 
prior to those statutes, there was no such plea. Mathew and Day, JJ., 
refused the application, holding that, there being no express provision in 
the rules as to the case in question, the existing practice under the 
Common Law Procedure Acts was = alive by ord. 68, r. 1 (see report, 32 
W. R. 988). The justices appealed. The court (Brerr, M.R., Corron, and 
Linptey, L.JJ.) dismissed the a) . Brerr, M.R., said that, under 9 Anne, 
c. 20, a return of unconditional compliance could betraversed. Ord. 53, r. 
9, expressly excepted such a return. Whether either ord. 68, r. 1, or ord. 
72, r. 2, or both of them, were looked at, the old procedure was to con- 
tinue in matters not dealt with by the Judicature Acts. The Statute of 
Anne was not repealed when the rules were passed; there was therefore 
at that time an existing procedure. Having regard, therefore, to the 
operation of the rules, that statute became a mere incumbrance on the 
Statute Book, and, as such, was It was the duty of the court to 
advance the remedies given by the Judicature Acts, and the appeal should 
be dismissed. Corron and Linpiey, L.JJ., were of the same opinion.— 
Counssi, Bosanguet, Q.C., and H. D. Greene ; Jelf, Q.C., and Rose, Sotsct- 
tors, 7. White ¢ Sons, for Hand, Blakision, § Everett, Stafford; Robinson, 
Preston, § Stow, tor Hollingshead § Moody, ‘Tunstall. 





Moxroace—Fixrures—Be.ts connEctiNG Powrr Macuinery WITH 
Frxep Macutwes—Consrrucrive ANNEXATION—UNREGISTERED Dezp—BILts 





or Sare Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vicr. c, 36).—In the case of The Sheffield and 
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South Yorkshire Permanent Building Society v. Harrison, before the Court of 
ee No. 1, on the 13th inst., the question was whether certain belts 
ich connected the power machinery in a mill with certain fixed 
machines were so annexed as to pass under an unregistered mortgage 
the freehold. By the deed, which was dated the 3lst of December, 1875, 
the owners of the mill mortgaged in fee to the plaintiffs the mill, 
together with all the engines, plant, machinery, and gear described in 
the schedule to the deed. The schedule comprised (inter alia) seventy-two 
driving belts, which connected the power ery With certain machines 
which were admitted to be so affixed to the land as to pass 
mortgage of the freehold. The machines could not be worked without 
the belts, each of which was kept in place by friction, but was stitched 
ether, and could not be rem from the drum of the machine 
without being unstitched. The belts would only fit other machines 
which weré within a quarter of an inch of the same size. The defendant, 
the trustee in bankruptcy of one of the mortgagors, having removed the 
belts, the plaintiffs sued to recover their value. At the before Field, 
J., it was argued for the defendant that the belts were mere chattels, and 
therefore would not pass under an unregistered mortgage deed. The 
plaintiffs contended that identical belts had been held to Ee under an 
unregistered mortgage in Longbottom v. Berry (L. R. 5 Q. B. 123), which 
was approved in the Exchequer Chamber in Holland v. Hodgson (L. R. 7 
C. P. 328, 20 W. R. 990). Field, J., declined to be bound by the former 
case, and gave judgment for the defendant. The plaintiffs appealed. 
The court (Brerr, M.R., and Corron and Laxpiey, L.JJ.) allowed the 
_— being of opinion that the facts in Longbottom v. Berry were 
identical, and that that case was rightly decided, though even if it had 
not been, yet, as mortgages had for so many years been granted on 
the faith of the decision, their lordships would have felt bound by it. 
The ground of their judgment was that that which, although not affixed to 
the freehold, is an essential part of that which is so affixed as in contem- 
plation of law to be part of the realty, is itself part of the realty.— 
Counset,, Waddy, Q.C., and Wilberforce; Bosanquet, Q.C., and W. Rose 
Smith (with them A. 7. Lawrence). So.rcrrons, FE. Warriner, for Mole ¢ 
Stone, Derby ; G. Lucas, for Broomhead, Wightman, § Moore, Sheffield. 





Revenve—Income Tax—Lire [Insurance Company—Prorrrs—Bonvs To 
Poutcy-Ho.tprrs.—In the case of Last v. The London Assurance Corporation, 
before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 15th inst., the question was 
whether the defendants were liable to pay income tax on the sums they 
returned by way of bonus to policy-holders. The company carried on 
the business of marine, fire, and life insurance. The liabilities of the 
pow gat to policy-holders were discharged partly out of premiums and 
partly out of invested funds. The profits were derived from interest on 
paid-up ay to and reserve fund, and the profits of the three depart- 
ments, the latter being thrown into one general account, no distinction 
being made between the three businesses. In he ye of some of the life 
policies, two-thirds of the surplus which remained after payment of the 
policies were, by the terms of the contract with the assured, returned to 
the assured, who received payment either by way of bonus or = abate- 
ment of premium. The remaining third of the surplus went to the com- 
pany, who bore all the expenses of the business. The portion that 
remained after payment of expenses constituted the only profit available 
for division amongst the shareholders. The question was as to whether 
the portion of the surplus returned to the policy-holders was ble 
with income tax as profit. There was another question which did not 
become the subject-matter of spot. In the Divisional Court it was 
held by Day, J. (diss. A. L. Smith, J.), that the amount distributed 
amongst the bonus policy-holders was part of the expenses of the busi- 
ness, and was not profit (see report, 32 W. R. 702, 12 Q. B. D. 389). 
A. L. Smith, J., withdrew his judgment, and the plaintiff appealed. 
In the Court of Appeal, Brerr, M.R., and Corron, L.J., dismissed the 
appeal (diss. Lixpitey, L.J.). Brerr, M.R., said that the profits of a 
business which are assessable to income tax are the annual profits. 
Those are arrived at by taking the difference between the receipts for the 
year and what has been paid in order to get the receipts. e share- 
holders were the persons who were carrying on the business, and the 
amount paid to them was undoubtedly subject to the tax. But the 
policy-holders were the customers of the business, and the amount 
returned to them was to induce them to become and to remain customers ; 
that amount, therefore, was an expenditure incurred in earning the 
profits of the business, and was not to be the subject-matter of taxation. 
Corroy, L.J., was of the same opinion. Linpuey, L.J., dissented, on the 
ground that the bonuses were not like e ses of management properly 
incurred for carrying on the business. e fund divided partly amongst 
the policy-holders and partly amongst the shareholders, was the excess of 
the earnings over the expenses of procuring the earnings.—Covnset, 
Sir H. James, A.G., and Dicey (with thera Sir F. Herschel, 8.G.); Sir H. 
Giffad, Q.C., Charles, Q.C., and A. P. Stone. Soxrscrrors, Solicitor of 
Inland Revenue ; Collyer-Bristow, Withers, § Russell. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 


R. 8. 8., Ocrouzr, 1884, orn. 50, rn. 1A—Eanty Trrat—Interm Insvnc- 
tron.—In the case of Keenan v. Clarke, before Chitty, J., on the 14th inst., 
a motion was made by the plaintiffs for an interim injunction, restraining 
the defendants from publishing and circulating a report of certain com- 
petitions purported to have been conducted oe defendant between 
several non-conducting boiler-coating compositions applicable to steam 
pipes or boilers, and presented by him to the Council of the National 


of | observed that the case 


Smoke Abatement Institution, and from representing that 
the plaintiff's ion was the materials stated therein, 
or that it ever was tested or tried as therein stated. Onrrry, J., having 
to him to be one of those which could not 
be satisfactorily without a great amount of evidence 
duced, and as it was apparent that there was a 
evidence, held that the case was one which it would be proper to deal with 
under R. 8S. C., October, 1884, ord. 50, r. 1a, empowering the 
the matter in controversy is one which can be most. con y dealt with 
by an early trial without first into the whole merits on evidence, 
to make an order for such trial accordingly. pe bens he declined to 
give any interim protection to the for he do 
out hearing the motion. The would be that the motion should be 
adjourned for a week, with liberty to have the action tried by a 
to have the trial of the action advanced.—Counszn, Romer, Q.C., an 
Whinney; Ince, Q.C., and E. 8. Ford. Soxscrrons, Charles J. Guy § Oo. 
H. J. Godden; W. Stuart. 


—_—— 


{xyuncrion—JvnispictronSrarvrory ProceeprnesJvuprieaTure Act, 
1873, s. 25, sun-section 8.—In the case of The Mayor, ¢¢., of v. 
The Plymouth, Devonport, and District Tramways Company, before ,d., 
on the 14th inst., a motion was made by the Corporation of for 
an interim injunction to restrain the ye and making use of certain 
tramways. It that, by the Plymouth, Devonport, and District 
Tramways Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 159), 8. 64, it is that the 
company shall not, without the consent of the ms of Plymouth 
and Devonport, open or use for public traffic any one or more of the tram- 
ways in question until all such tramways are completed, but the whole of 
such tramways shall be opened simultaneously for public traffic, and 
worked as one connected : jon shall at any 
time complain to the Board of Trade that the vo ay Soames 4 
out this provision, that Board may direct an 
Act prescribed, and, upon the report of the , may make such order 
as to them may seem fit, having to the provisions of the section, 
and the company shall abide by, and carry into effect, every order to be 
so made. e company had, without the requisite consent, opened and 
worked a portion only of the tramwa The company, in resisting the 
motion, contended, amongst other that the court had no juris- 
diction, inasmuch as the section had ted, for the determination of 
any dispute as to the g outof the provision, a statutory tribunal 
—namely, the Board of e. Onrrry, J., said that there was 
in the section which could take the case out of the rule that the court 
general and concurrent jurisdiction by virtue of the Judicature Act, 1878, 
s. 25, sub-section 8, to grant injunctions. If au’ was necessary, the 
decision of Jessel, M.R., in Cooper v. Whittingham (28 W. R. 720, L. R. 
15 Ch. D.501), would be sufficient to govern the case. His ata 
the injunction.—Counset, Ince, Q.C., and Medd; Whitehorne, » and 
Phipson Beale. Soxrctrors, R. W. Childs § Batten, for Venning ¢ Goldsmith, 
Devonport ; Wilkins, Blyth, § Dutton. 


R. 8S. C., 1883, ond, 37, ne. 12, 45—Companzes Act, 1862, s. 115—Com- 
PLETION OF Deposrr1on—PowERk OF. RECALLING Witness.—In a case of In re 
The Metropolitan (Brush) Electric Light and Power Company (Limited), before 
Kay, J., on the 13th inst., a question arose as to the power of the liquida- 
tor of the company to recall a witness summoned for examination under 
the 115th section of the Companies Act, 1862. The examination was 
being taken before an examiner of the court. The examination of the 
witness in question was adjourned sine die at the request of the q 
and the depositions were read over to the witness by the e and 
signed by him and the witness in the usual way. The witness had refused 
to attend again for examination, and a motion was made \ Teg y t= 
attendance. It was objected on his behalf that under ord. 37, r. 
altered by the new Rules of October, 1884), no adjournment could be made 
without the consent of the witness, and also that a wi 
recalled after his depositions had been completed and signed, under ord. 
87, r. 12, without taking out a fresh summons for his examination. 

J., held that there was nothing in the objection. It would be 

official proceedings not to allow a witness to be recalled. R 
the consent of parties, not of the witnesses, necessary. 
was wanted again, notice had been duly served 
disputed that he could be recalled ae t the notice was a 
proper one and sufficient. It was in Form No. of the 2nd schedule 
of the: General Order of November, 1862, with the variations te wee by 
circumstances. The witness must attend at his own expense. UNSEL, 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and H. B. Buckley; W. Pearson, Q.C., and @. 8. 
Bower. Soxscrrons, Linklater § Co. ; T. C. Russel. 





Company—Wrxpinc vp—LEAvE TO PROCEED AGAINst CompANy—RatBs 
—Repvcrion or AssessmENT—Companres Act, 1862, s. 87.—In a case of 
In re The Avonside Engine Company, before Pearson, J., on the 13th inst., 
a question arose as to the terms on which the court would give leave to 
sditos the payment of a rate out of the assets of a company in liquida- 
tion. An application was made in the winding up of this company an 
“urban sanitary pongo ge Ay obtain payment, notwithstanding the 
up, of the amount of 6s. 8d., a half- year’s rate on 
the works of the company from March to September, 1883. 
ment of the works stood at that 
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ceeded in getting it reduced to £250. He also came to an arrangement 
with the guardians to pay the rate which had been actually made before 
the reduction of the assessment on the basis of the lower assessment. He 
offered to pay the rate in full out of the assets of the company to 
the urban sanitary authority, if they would accept payment on the basis 
of & £250 assessment. This offer was not accepted, and an application 
was made to the court. On behalf of the sanitary authority it was con- 
tended that they had no power .to charge their rate on any other 
assessment than that at which the premises stood in the poor rate book, 
and that they were conclusively bound by those books. On behalf of the 
liquidator it was urged that, as it was necessary to obtain the leave of the 
court, the court would consider what was equitable. Pzarson, J., held 
that the rate ought to be paid on the basis of a £250 assessment, and 
made an order for payment by the liquidator accordingly.—CovnseL, 
Philbrick, Q.C., and Reginald Brown; L. Ryland. Soutictrors, Warry, 
Robins, § Co. ; Clarke, Woodcock, & Ryland. 





Sraicr Serriement or Reat Estare—Power or Satz ny TRUSTEES AT 
Request oF “ Tzenant ror Lire’’—Disentarinc Deep anp RE-sETTLE- 
mEntT—Destrvuction or Power or Sate—Intention.—In a case of In re 
Wright and Marshall, before Pearson, J., on the 13th inst., a question 
arose as to the existence of a power of sale, given to the trustees under a 
strict settlement of real estate by will, to be exercised at the request of 
any person who “by virtue of the will’’ should be tenant for life in 

, the uses declared by the will having been revoked by a dis- 
entailing deed, but a re-settlement to similar uses, subject to some new 
charges, having been afterwards executed. A testator, by his will dated 
in August, 1835, devised real estate to certain uses to raise some annuities 
(with powers of distress and entry to enforce payment thereof), and, sub- 
ject thereto, to the use of trustees for a term of 500 years, upon certain 
trusts, and subject thereto to the use of F. W. and his assigns during his 
life, with remainder to trustees to preserve contingent remainders, and 
after the death of F. W. to the use of J. O. and his assigns during his 
life, with remainder to trustees to preserve contingent remainders, and 
after the death of J. O. to the use of the first and other sons of J. O., 
successively in tail male, with remainders over. And the testator 
declared that it should be lawful for M. and G. (the trustees), or the 
survivor of them, or the executors or administrators of such survivor, 
** at the request in writing of any person who, by virtue of this my will, 
shall be tenant for life in possession, or tenant in tail male, or in tail in 
possession,’”” of any of the devised estates, ‘or shall be entitled to the 
rents and profits’ thereof, and who should have attained twenty-one, to 
sell the hereditaments ‘‘of which such person shall be so tenant for life 
a. or tenant in tail male, orin tail, in possession, or to the rents 

nd profits of which any such person shall be so entitled,’’ or any part or 
parts thereof, and that for the purpose of effecting any such sale it 
should be lawful for the trustees, at such request in writing, to revoke any 
of the uses, &c., declared in the will of and concerning the property pro- 
posed to be sold, and to declare new uses. By a deed executed in May, 
1878 (F. W. being dead), J. O., the then tenant for life in possession 
under the will, and his eldest son F. O., who had attained twenty-one, 
and was the first tenant in tail male in remainder, barred the entail, and 
conveyed the estate (subject to the uses and estates by the will limited 
prior to the estate in tail male of F. O., cther than the life estate of J. O., 
and to the powers annexed to such prior uses and estates or exerciseable 
—_ the continuance thereof) to a trustee in fee, to such usesas J. O. 
and F. O. should by deed appoint, and, in default of and until such joint 
appointment, to such and the same uses, and subject to such and the same 
poe, as were subsisting in the premises immediately before the execution of 
disentailing deed, so as to confirm and restore the same uses and powers. 

By a deed dated in June, 1878, J. O. and F. O., in exercise of the power 
to them by the deed of May, 1878, appointed that the devised 
estates should, subject as mentioned in the deed of May, 1878, and 
subject to certain mortgages, go, remain, and be to the uses and upon the 
trusts thereinafter declared—viz., to the use that F. O. during the joint 
lives of himself and J. 0. might receive a yearly rent-charge, and subject 
thereto to the use of trustees for a term of 200 = upon certain trusts, 
ect thereto to the use of J. O. and his assigns during his life, 

in ion and by way of continuance and confirmation” of his 
former life estate under or by virtue of the will, with remainders over. 
This deed contained a proviso and declaration that nothing therein con- 
tained should in anywise prejudice or affect any of the powers of leasing 
and sale and exchange respectively contained in the will, and that the 
uses, estates, and powers limited or created by the deed should and 
— from time to time be overreached by the exercise of any of the 
powers contained in the will in the same manner as if the uses, estates, 
and age limited or created by the deed had been limited or created 
by the will. In 1884, the trustees of the will (who were then the same 
persons as the trustees of the deed of June, 1878), at the uest of J. O., 
as tenant for life in possession of the property under the will, entered into 
a contract to sell a part of the y, and the question afterwards arose 
whether cman a of sale cr the will was, under the circum- 
stances, of being exer - To determine this question a 
summons was taken out under the Vendor and Purchaser Act. It was 
that the trustees could not make a good title, because the life 
of J. O., having been destroyed by the disentailing deed, could not 
afterwards revived, and therefore the requisite request for the exercise 
power could not be made. Pzanson, J., held that a good title 
made. The question was one of intention, and he was of opinion 
intention of the parties to the deed was to keep alive the uses 
by the will, except so far as was necessary to give the new 
priority over them.—Counszi, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 7. Ribton ; 


z 
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decided on the 14th inst. by North, J. The action was brought to obtain 
a declaration that a security given to the plaintiffs by Thompson was 
entitled to priority over the security given to the Enterprize Permanent 
Benefit Building Society, who alleged by way of defence that they were 
urchasers for value without notice. The facts were shortly these, 
| neccseag on the 12th of November, 1873, mortgaged certain eee 
to the Brampton Friendly Society to secure the sum of 2450, wi 
interest at four per cent. On the Ist of February, 1882, Thompson 
mortgaged the same property to the plaintiffs to secure the balance 
time to time due on his current account, but svbject to the mortgage to 
the Brampton Friendly Society. On the 12th of December, 1882, the 
property in question was re-conveyed by the Brampton Friendly Society 
to Tustageen the mortgagor, and this re-conveyance was not made by 
way of statutory receipt. Then, by an indenture of the 14th of December, 
1882, Thompson m the pro to the Enterprize B 
Society to secure the sum of £1,200, and it was thereby agreed that the 
mortgage to the Brampton Friendly Society should be paid off out of that 
sum of £1,200, and that the legal estate in the property should be con- 
veyed, and the title deeds delivered to the trustees of the Enterprize 
Building Society. It was argued for the plaintiffs that the fact that 
the Enterprize Building Society did not take a transfer from the 
Brampton Friendly Society, but took a mortgage from Thompson after 
he had taken a re-conveyance from the Brampton Friendly Society, let 
in the ree of the plaintiffs, so as to give them priority over the mort- 
gage to the Enterprize Building Society. The plaintiffs relied on the 
decisions of Pease v. Jackson (L. R. 3 Ch. 576) and Robinson v. Trevor 
(32 W. R. 374, L. R.12 Q. B. D. 423). The plaintiffs also denied that the 
defendants were purchasers for value without notice, and charged them 
with negligence in not making proper inquiries as to the existence of 
incumbrances. From the evidence, it ap that the solicitor of the 
Enterprize Building Society sent his clerk to the office of the Brampton 
Friendly Society for the purpose of inquiring if the treasurer and trustees 
knew of any other charge on Thompson’s property. The clerk made the 
inquiry of the treasurer and two of the trustees, and was informed by one 
of these gentlemen, in the hearing of the others, that no notice of any 
other charge had been received by them. The plaintiffs proved that their 
solicitors had given notice to the Brampton Friendly Society of the 
mortgage to the plaintiffs, but there was no evidence that the Brampton 
Friendly Society communicated that notice to the Enterprize Building 
Society. , The plaintiffs also endeavoured to show that the solicitor of the 
Enterprize Building Society was also the mo r’s solicitor. The 
estate of Thompson was in liquidation. Norru, J., held that the present 
case did not fall within the cases of Pease v. Jackson and Robinson v. Trevor ; 
that these decisions had fixed certain incidents to statutory receipts, but 
that in the present case there was no statutory receipt, and the re-con- 
veyance from the Brampton Friendly Society to Thompson had nothing 
peculiar in its ney Aes transfer the legal estate, and that these decisions 
were, therefore, not in point. His lordship also held, upon the evidence, 
that the solicitor of the Enterprize B Society was entitled to rest 
satisfied with the inquiries which he ‘made, and that there 
was nothing to show that he had acted also as the solicitor to the 
mortgagor. His lordship held it was clear that the eer rE Building 
Society were purchasers for value without notice, and entitled to priority 
over the plaintiffs. His lordship dismissed the action, with costs, except 
those of the trustee of Thompson’s estate, who was not entitled to appear, 
and must pay his own costs.—Counsg1, Karslake, Q.C., and Jason Smith ; 
Barber, Q.C., and Darby ; Farwell. Souicrrors, Lewly ¢ Bendle; Gray ¢ 
Mounsey ; Pritchard, Englefield, ¢ Co. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Hicu Court oF JUSTICE. 
(Before Grove and STePHEn, JJ.) 


Nov. 10.—Re Robert Bendle Moore, a Solicitor, Ex parte The Incor- 
porated Law Society of Liverpool. 
= following is a full report of this case, which was given briefly last 
week :— 
On the 15th of October, 1881, the Incorporated Law Society of Liver- 
1 sought to have Mr. Moore struck off the rolls for alleged misconduct 

in an action of Stewart v. Land. The matter was referred to the Incor- 
porated Law Society of London who, on the 23rd of November, 1881, 
reported that it was not a case in which they would take proceedings. 
The case came before the Queen’s Bench Division on the 23rd of Novem- 
ber, 1883, and was referred to a master to report upon it. Master 
Johnson’s report, dated the 28th of October last, stated the facts, which 
were briefly as follows -— = 

Alexander Stewart, a m of illegitimate birth, died at Birkenhead on 
the 20th of December, 1879, without issue and possessed of real and per- 
sonal property worth £5,000. A contest arose as to this en oe | between 
Ann Stewart, the widow, who was not living with her husband at his death, 
and Mary Jane Land, who was then living with him. This person and her 
sister were in possession of most of the personal pro , and these two 
and Thomas Rosingrove claimed to be entitled to the title deeds of the 
real estate, and to securities for money and other effects of the deceased, 
by virtue of a donatio mortis causd. 

Mrs. Stewart, immediately after the death of her husband, Be pone to 
Mr. Moore to act as her solicitor, and it was shortly afterw: 
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Q.C., and Haldane. Sorscttons, Hood Barrs; H. Fox. 


between him and the solicitors for Mary Jane Land that the costs of 
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Mortoaces—Priorrry—Pvrcuaser ror Vatve wiruour Norice.—The — 
case of Carlisle City and District Banking Company v. Thompson and others was — 
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of any litigation that might be necessary to test the validity of the | the Incorporated Law Society of London are, who by statutory authority 
io mortis fa should come out of the mal estate of the deceased. | have a right to intervene, indeed so strongly marked a right that they 
Mr. Moore then commenced an action in the Chancery Division on behalf | are entitled to have notice of which is made affecting the 
of Mrs. Stewart against Mary Jane Land and Thomas Rosingrove, and on | character of any solicitor on the of solicitors in this country. My 


account of the illegitimacy of the deceased the Attorney-General was made 
a . Land and Rosingrove abandoned their claim to the real estate ; 

rs of administration were granted to Mrs. Stewart; and Jessel, M.R., 
gave judgment for the plaintiff, and ordered the costs as between solicitor 
and cient to be paid out of the personal estate of the deceased in pursu- 
ance of the agreement already mentioned. Mr. Moore’s costs were taxed 
at £851 lls. 5d. The Crown waived its right, except to a small portion of 
the property, and paid some of Mrs. Stewart’s costs. 

Mrs. Stewart charged Mr. Moore with acting wrongly in various ways 
during this litigation, and brought his conduct to the notice of the Incor- 

Law of Liverpool. She alleged— 
1) That the agreement as to the costs was made without her consent ; 
3 That Mr. Moore had induced her to sign a blank cheque which he 
said sg be filled up for about £22, and that he afterwards filled it up 
for £421 19s. 

(3) That Mr. Moore had induced her to mortgage some of the real estate 
for £500, alleging that the sum was wanted for the share of the Crown, 
while in truth the money was his own and the claim made by the Crown 
was only £246 12s. 1d. 

(4) That Mr. Moore had induced her to sign a cheque, saying that it 
would be for £87 to pay for stamps on the letters of administration, and 
sek he had afterw filled it in for £500, and drawn that sum from her 
bauk. 

The master reported that there was no ground for any of the 
charges, and that, on carefully considering the evidence and the 
four matters of complaint, it appeared to him that Mr. Moore had not 
been guilty of any misconduct in the matter, but that, on the con A 
he had ably and faithfully discharged his duty to his client; and the 
master added that, before the Liverpool Law Society took proceedings, 
the matter had been referred to the Incorporated Law Society of London, 


' which body had declined to take any action against Mr. Moore. 


On the 10th inst. the matter came before a divisional court on the 
report. 

Sir H. James, A.G., Henn Collins, Q.C., and Woodward, appeared for the 
Liverpool Law Society. 

Charles Russell, Q.C., and C. Higgins, for Mr. Moore. 

The report was read by Master Pollock. 


The Attorney-General.—My lords: I appear with my friends, Mr. 
Collins and Mr. Woodward, on the part of the Incorporated Law Society 
of Liverpool, and perhaps your lordships will allow me to address a few 
words to you upon this report. When the affidavits relating to this motion 
came into the hands of my learned friends and myself, and also into the 
hands of my friend Mr. Russell, who appears for Mr. Moore, we all oust 
in thinking that it would be advantageous, both in the interests of the 
public, and certainly in Mr. Moore’s interest, that a full and complete 
inquiry should be made into the facts that have been alleged. That 
inquiry, my lords, has been made; it was made before the learned master 
with great care, and every detail was entered into, and witnesses were cross- 
examined, and the result of that inquiry was the report that has now been 
read to your lordships. My lords, I think probably you will not differ from 
me in the view that that report is a most complete and full acquittal and 
exculpation of Mr. Moore in every . Ido not, my lords, on the 
part of the Liverpool Law Society, wish, and they are far from wishing, 
to go behind that report in any way. The Live 1 Law Society desire 
to accept it entirely and fully to the extent to which the facts have been 
found, and not only to accept it, but to accept it with the greatest satis- 
faction, it being established by that inquiry and by that in the very 
words that ‘‘ Mr. Moore has ably and faithfully dlecharged his duty to his 
client ’’ ; and whilst, of course, the Law Society of Li 1 did not feel 
themselves entitled to pass by the statement that had been made to 
them, so that any doubt should arise whether they were endeavouring to 
represent properly the honour of the profession, now that it has been 
proved that the charges against Mr. Moore were entirely without any 
support in fact, my lords, it is with the greatest satisfaction that the 
Liverpool Law Society finds that one of the. body of the profession to 
which they belong has so conducted himself im the way the report has 
mention I hope you will forgive me for stating this to your lordships ; 
perhaps it was unnecessary ; but it was the wish of my clients that the 
report should be accepted quite fully and entirely. Any view that your 
lordships vay | take in relation to the costs of these proceedings that have 
been taken the Liverpool Law Society will very gladly accept. 


Charles Russell, Q.C.—My lords: I am much obliged, on the part of my 
client, to the learned Attorney-Goneral for the way in which he has 
ced - Mr. =: Mr. Moore has been on oH: = of gs ape for a 

of now close upon forty years, practisin, owing profes- 
sion at Birkenhead and Live 1. My rene. friend did not mean, when 
he said I assented with reference to the Seager, Dawe the master, to 
that I courted the ey Far from it. The tion we took 
up from the beginning was that the inquiry was one which there was no 
real ground 4 gare upon, but the charges having been made, it was 
obviously in interests of truth and the interests of Mr. Moore that 
those charges in the air, so to speak, should not be allowed to remain un- 
contradicted and without being met, if they were of being met. 
My learned friend has left it to your lordships to deal with the q on of 
costs, and as to that I have only to point out to your —— two 
first of all, that the Liverpool ) Bans Society has no different status in 
matter from any private individual. They are not in the position in which 


int I should desire in this connection to make, and it is the 
only oneI should desire to m is this: the at the instance 
of the Law Society was made as far as the 15th of October, 1881. After 
the eg ae had been made of misconduct at that date the Li 1 Law 
Society by their own motion referred the matter to the I Law 
Society of London, whose proper function it would be to take we this 
matter if there were proper grounds for so doing; and on the 23rd of Novem- 
ber, 1881, as is stated in the master’s report which has just been read, the 
Incorporated Law Society, after having considered the matter, declined to 
take any steps in the matter, and so reported to the Liverpool Law Society. 
Now, my lords, that complaint having taken pane in the end of Novem- 
ber, 1881, no is taken by any person in the matter until November of 
1883, a period of some two years, and in fact the final order under which 
this matter was referred to the master was not drawn up until the 26th of 
March in the present year. Under those circumstances, Mr. Moore, 
through me, respectfully submits to your lordships that he is entitled to 
have his fair costs. The matter has put him to a great deal of expense, 
and I need not say a great deal of anxiety. 
Their lordships conferred. 


Grove, J.—We both think that he is entitled to his costs. There seems 
to be no blame ai ing to him in any way, but, on the con , there 
is not only a complete exoneration, but a statement that he has in every 
way behaved properly and honourably. I can see no reason why he 
should not have his costs. 


Srerxen, J.—I am entirely of the same opinion. The report a 
frees him from the very lest shadow of blame in this matter, and 
is in fact a definite judicial determination that he has acted with Great 
propriety in a very complicated and laborious work, and it would be 

he could not have his costs. : 

~ aaa for the Liverpool Law Society, Stone, Fletcher, ¢ Hull, Liver- 


pool. 
Solicitors for Mr. Moore, Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamilin. 


lords, the uther 





(Sittings in Bankruptcy before Mr. REGISTRAR PEPYs.) 
Nov. 18.—Jn re J. Seymour Salaman. 


This was an adjourned application by the bankrupt, who was a solici- 
tor having offices in King-street, Cheapside, for an order of discharge. 
The statement of affairs set forth liabilities amounting to £34,000, and 
there were no assets. The receiving order was made in August last, and 
no proposal being submitted by the debtor an adjudication resulted. The 
official receiver reported that, although the bankrupt had not committed 
any misdemeanor under the Act, yet that he been guilty of rash 
and hazardous speculations, and he therefore submitted that the court 
ought to refuse or suspend the order of discharge. The bankrupt’s 
application was also opposed by individual creditors. 

Aldridge ponent for the official receiver; Herbert Reed for opposing 
creditors ; E. C. Willis, Q.C., for the bankrupt. 

His Honour, who had taken time to consider, now orve jeigmens. 
After adverting to the figures shown by the accounts, he that the 
bankrupt had been examined at some length, and it appeared that he was 
more or less in difficulties in 1877 and 1878, when he borrowed £7,500 
from a lady named Morris. Shortly after that time he engaged in specu 
lations on the Stock Exchange by which he lost £1,500 or £2,000, Not 
very much stress had been laid upon that, but immediately afterwards he 
entered into a very heavy building speculation, to the failure of which his 
insolvency was attributable. The question to be determined was whether 
such ulation was ‘‘rash and hagardous’’ within the meaning of the 
Act. bans ogee speculations were more or less rash and 
hazardous ; but it was clear that the Legislature intended to draw a dis- 
tinction between such speculations as were legitimate and such as were not. 
In the first place, it must be remarked that the building payer tery 
totally foreign to the bankrupt’s business of a solicitor, and in that 
-the case stood upon a different to that of a merchant who in 
the ordinary course of his business, be induced to embark in a 
which was beyond his means. But, further, the whole of the 
had beén carried on Are bankrupt by means of borrowed money. He 
incurred no risk of own, for he had nothing to lose; and if the 
speculation failed, the loss would fall upon his creditors. The offence 
having been established, the court had to consider what ought to 
be im The court might altogether refuse the of 
but ae Sul be on ent ee ought to 
reserved for offences graver than that bankrupt had committed. On 
the other hand, to suspend the order of discharge would be a 
totally inadequate ; it would be merely any baa bee eee 
continue his practice of a solicitor as before. It had been 
the court might mark its sense of the bankrupt’s eet eae 
entered up for the whole 
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BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Quzen’s Bencu Division.—In BankRvuPtcy.* 
(Before MATHEW and CavE, JJ.) 
Nov. 19.—Zx parte McShane, In re McGinity. 


Bill of sale—Absolute assignment—Bona jfides—Cotemporaneous 
ent for hire unregistered—Bills of Sale Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
ict. c. 31), s. 10, sub-section 3. 


case raised the question as to what is a defeasance or condition to a 
sale within the meaning of section 10, sub-section 3,of the Bills 
Sale Act, 1878. The sub-section provides that if a bill of sale is made 
or given subject to any defeasance or condition or declaration of trust not 
son ct ye body oe, nrg 9 pe a oo be written » 
ie same paper before the registration, &c., otherwise , ion 

void. In this case Judge Thompson, of the county court of cashire, 
holden at Li 1, had made an order finding a certain bill of sale, 
dated the 19th of February, 1884, and — by the bankrupt to McShane, 
void as t the trustee in bankruptcy. McShane a) ed. It 
appeared t early in February, just before the Liverpool izes, the 
debtor was considerably indebted, and an action was about to be tried at 
these assizes in which, if the debtor was successful, he believed he would 
beable to carry on business, and, indeed, be really solvent. The solicitors 
would not prepare and deliver briefs unless the debtor furnished them with 
further funds. He applied therefore to McShane, a relative of his wife, 
who agreed to make the necessary advance of £208 on having an absolute 
bill of sale to him of the debtor’s furniture, and it was agreed that the 
purchase should be made at the full value of the furniture. This bill of 
sale was accordingly executed on the 19th of February, 1884, at the 
solicitor’s office, and the money paid by McShane, and the bill duly regis- 
tered. Shortly after the execution of this instrument (how long 
after was in dispute), but on the same day, at a different place, McShane 
executed an agreement with the debtor to let the furniture to him 
at a rental of £21 per annum, payable half-yearly. This was not regis- 
tered. At the trial the verdict went against the debtor, and he subsequently 

bankrupt. On the debtor’s part it was stated that the negotiations 
for the agreement for hire were subsequent to the arrangement for the 
advance of the money, although before the execution of the bill of sale. 
It was admitted that the execution of the deeds was on the same day and 
within a short time of each other. A question was raised that the whole 
transaction was a money-lending one, and that the two deeds were one 
deed; and, next, that the second deed ought to have been registered as 
—s @ defeasance within the meaning of section 10, sub-section 3, of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, and, not being registered, the bill of sale was 


void. 

Willis, Q.C., and Carver, for McShane, in support of the appeal, relied 
on the bill of sale as a bond fide transaction. It is an absolute bill of sale, 
not given to secure an advance, and, therefore, not within the Act of 1882, 
and, therefore, the Act of 1878 only applies. The second instrument was 
not a defeasance, but a subsequent transaction ; therefore, section 
10, sub-section 3, does not apply. 

Hutholland, for the trustee, in support of the order of the county court 
j , contended that the agreement to let was a defeasance. 

Tuew, J., after pointing out that there was no evidence before the 
county court judge that the deed was fraudulent, said the utmost that 
be attempted to be contended is that it is void under section 10, sub- 
, because the bill of sale was accom by another agreement 
is said was a defeasance, and this was not re, with the 

. That objection is a technical one, and one purely of fact. 
suggested that there was any fraud on the bankruptcy laws or 
Sale Act, and no reason has been suggested why there were two 
agreements instead of one. [The learned judge then dealt with the facts, 
from which he drew the conclusion that these two agreem: 

ahd distinct and bond fide, and that the bill of sale was valid, and 


“J 
J., curred. 
Silene tp without costs, and no costs in court below. 
Lynch & Teebay, Liverpool; Pemberton, Sampson, § James, 
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. Justice Stephen, in delivering judgment in Lyell v. Kennedy last 
took occasion to express a view to which we have several times 
wn attention. Various schemes, said the learned judge, have 
suggested for enabling parties in litigation to conduct their 
in easy and amiable and agreeable manner, but I do not 
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OBITUARY. 


MR. WILLIAM BOOTHROYD IVESON. 


Mr. William Boothroyd Iveson, solicitor (of the firm of Iveson & Mar. 
aulay), of Holmfirth and Heckmondwike, died at his residence at the 
former place on the 10th inst. Mr. Iveson was born in 1828. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1851, and he had practised for about thirty year 
at Holmfirth, having offices also at Heckmondwike. He was for several 
years in partnership with Mr. Martin Kidd, the clerk to the county magis. 
trates at Hi eld, but more recently he was associated with Mr, 
Aulay Macaulay. Mr. Iveson was a commissioner for the West 
Riding of Yorkshire, and he had an extensive private practice. His death 
is greatly lamented by all classes in the district. 


MR, EDMUND BUTLER EDWARDS. 


Mr. Edmund Butler Edwards, solicitor, died at Pon l on the 9th 
inst. Mr. Edwards was born in 1812. He was admitted a solicitor in 


private business, besides holding several importers appointments. He 
was clerk to the county magistrates and the Commissioners of Taxes for 
the Pon’ l and Caerleon Divisions, clerk to the Caerleon Highway 
Board, and to the Pontypool Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, 
School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, and super. 
intendent registrar for the district. He had also acted for many years in 
succession as under-sheriff for Monmouthshire. Mr. Edwards was asso- 
ciated in partnership with his son, Mr. Martin Edwards, who was 
admitted a solicitor in 1872, and is registrar of the Pontypool County 
Court. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


The Right Hon. Gzorcze Joun Suaw-Lerevne, barrister, M.P., who 
has succeeded the late Mr. Henty Fawcett in the office of Postmaster- 
General, is the son of the late Sir John George Shaw-Lefevre, K.C.B., 
Clerk ofthe Parliaments, and was born in 1832. He was educated at 
Eton and Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated as a junior 
optime in 1853. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter 
erm, 1856, and he formerly practised on the Home Circuit and at the 
Surrey Sessions. Mr. Lefevre has been M.P. for Reading in the Liberal 
interest since 1863. He was a Lord of the Admiralty from May to July, 
1866, to the Board of Trade from 1868 to 1881, secretary to the 
Admiralty from 1871 to 1874, andagain from April to November, 1880, 
when he was appointed First Commissioner of Works and Public Build- 
ings, and was sworn in as a member of the Privy Council. He is a 
bencher of the Inner Temple. 


Mr. Cuartes Muarp, solicitor (of the firm of Williams & Millard), of 
Dolgelly and Towyn, has been appointed Clerk to the Dolgelly District 
Highway Board. Mr. Millard was admitted a solicitor in 1881. 


Mr. Amprose Wuiitam Knorr, solicitor, of Worcester and Bromyard, 
has been elected Sheriff of the City of Worcester for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Knott was admitted a solicitor in 1863, 


Mr. Wii11am Wap, solicitor (of the firm of Wild & Wild), of Rams- 
bottom and Shuttleworth, has been appointed Clerk to the Ramsbottom 
Local Board. Mr. Wild was admi a solicitor in 1878. 


Mr. Ricuarp Cannino Hit, solicitor, of Worcester, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Hill was tted 
a solicitor in 1861. 


Mr. Gzorce Atpen Srevens, solicitor, of Norwich, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Stevens was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1870. 


Mr. Georcz Neison Tanner, solicitor, of Newbury and Speenham- 
land, has been inted Clerk to the Newbury Board of Guardians, 
Assessment , School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sani- 
tary Authority, and Superintendent Registrar for the district, in succes- 
sion to his father, the late Mr. John Tanner. Mr. G. N. Tanner was 
admitted a solicitor in-1852. 


Mr. Ricnarp Henn Coutts, Q.C., has been elected an Honorary 
Fellow of Downing College, Cambridge. 


Mr. Tromas Wii1u1am Mauxam, solicitor, of Oxford, has been appointed 
a Proctor of the Chancellor’s Court of the University of Oxford. 


Sir Jonn Avexanpen Macvonatp, K.C.B., Q.0., who has been created 
a Civil K t Grand Cross of the Order of the Bath, is the son of Mr. 
Hugh of K , Canada, and was born in 1815. He is an 
LL.D. of the Queéen’s University, , and he was called to the bar 
in Upper Canada. He was created a Queen’s Counsel for that colony in 
1846, and he was successively Receiver-General and Commissioner of 
Crown Lands. Hi was Attorney-General of Upper Canada from 1854 till 
1862, and froth 1864 till 1867, when he became Attorney-General and 


Premier of the Dominion of Canada. He was created a Civil Knight Com- 
mander of the Order of the Bath in 1867. 





* Reported by J. Gunazp Lana, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 


Mr. Cron, B , solicitor (of the firm £ Rect, Menten 
Ocenell E Beaectt) of Southampton, ts been appointed Un er-Sherift 


1847, and he had ever since practised at Pontypool, where he had a large . 
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of the Town and County of the Town of Southampton for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Bassett was admitted a solicitor in 1880. 


Mr. Wrii1am Lryrorp Brown, solicitor, of Exeter, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr, Brown was admitted 
a solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. Freperrck Wrir1Am Marrtanp, barrister, who has been elected 
Reader in English Law in the University of Cambridge, was formerly 
scholar of Trinity Oollege, where he graduated in the first class of the y 
and history tripos in 1873, and he obtained the Whewell Scholarshi 
International Law in the same year. He was called to the bar at = 
coln’s-inn in November, 1876, and he practises in the Chancery Division. 

Mr. FREDERICK Day Asxry, of 13, New-inn, W.C., and The Park, 

hgate, N., as been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Cxcr, Epwarv Kivesrorp, solicitor (of the firm of Kingsford & 
Wightwick), of Canterbury, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of that 
city for the ensuing year. Mr. Kingsford was admitted a solicitor in 
1878. 

Mr. Arexanper Cuatmers MArsHatt, barrister, has been a a pointed to 
act as Judge of the Court of Small Causes at Umritsur. Mr, Marshall was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in April, 1877. 

Mr. Parricx Ryan, barrister, has been appointed to act as a Presidency 

istrate at Bombay. Mr. Ryan was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Trinity Term, 1873. 





LAWYER MAYORS. 


Mr. Arntuur Brickwoop Hurcuines, solicitor, of Devonport, has been 
elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Tanking was 
admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Georer Epwarp Gze, solicitor, of Chesterfield, has been re-elected 
Mayor of that borough for the ensuing Mr. Gee was admitted a 
solicitor in 1866. He is one of the borou aldermen. 


Mr. Frepertcx Vivian Huu, solicitor, of Helston, has been elected 
Mayor of that borough for the eighth time. Mr. Hill is clerk to the 
county magistrates at Helston. He was admitted a solicitor in 1853. 


Mr. Lronzst Tuomas Rengnere solicitor (of the firm of Bencraft & 
Bosson), of Barnstaple, has been elected Mayor of that borough for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Bencraft was admitted a solicitor in 1841. He is 
joint registrar of the Barnstaple County Court, and he was for forty years 
town clerk of the borough. 


Mr. Wit11am Ospert EpwarpDs, solicitor, of Ruthin and Corwen, has 
been re-elected Mayor of the Borough of Ruthin for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Edwards was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 


Mr. Joun Hotyoaxg, solicitor, of Droitwich, has been elected Mayor of 
that borough for the ersuing year. Mr. Holyoake was admitted.a solicitor 
in 1838. He is one of the borough aldermen. 


Mr. Cuartzs Berxetzy Mancerrts, solicitor and notary, of a 
has been elected Mayor of that boro for the pape Fon Mr 
Margetts was admitted a solicitor in 1862. He is istrar of the 
Huntingdon County Court, coroner for the hundred of Hurstingstone, 
and clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the borough of Huntingdon. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, 


Tuomas BirancHarp Buritanp and Petuam Pacer Marrianp, solicitors 
(Burland, Son, & Maitland), South Cave and Market Weighton. March 1. 

Wii™ Everatt Hip and Wiit1am Everatt, Goole and Kingston- 
upon-Hull, solicitors. Nov. 6. 

ALBERT OMMANNEY Netson, Atrrep Garptner Hastines, and Epwarp 
Atzert Netson, solicitors and proctors (Nelson, Son, & Has ), 18, 
Bennet’s-hill, Doctor’s-commons, London, so far as relates to the said 
Alfred Gardiner Hastings. Nov. 10. Gazette, Nov, 14.] 

WrttiaM Atrrep Crowrner and James Prior, Kidderminster, Wor- 
cester, and Wolverhampton, solicitors (Crowther & Prior). Nov. 14. 

Samus. Harney Kove and Freperrcxk Wrertam Writ1ams, solicitors, 
3, Swan-hill, Shrewsbury, and Church Strétton. Nov. 15. The said 
Samuel Harley Kough will carry on business on his separate account at the 
same address. 

James Parx and Tuomas Epwarp Mansrig.p, solici Barrow-in- 
Furness (Park & Mansfield). Sept. 30. The said James Park will hence- 
forth carry on the said business. [ Gazette, Nov. 18.] 








SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane loader. on Wednesday, 
the 12th inst., Mr. James Anderson Rose in the The other directors 
Bod, aC. 25 ee  (Godaintng, 

win 4% q R. E. Sait 1 8 
Pennington, P. Rika, 3 * Gian a F. T. 
Vole (Chalk emer) s - Melmoth Roscoe a bert, an 
‘a sum of £330 ‘was dlstei REDE 





fourteen new members were admitted to the Leary py and other general 
business was transacted. At the comencersent ot the meeting Mr. John 
Stallard (Worcester) was elected chairman ee ae 


and unanimously his 
services as chairman during the past twelve months was also passed by the 
Ts 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR, 


The undermentioned gentlemen were on Monday called to the bar :— 

Lincotn’s-1nn.—Henry Faure Aston, of her Majesty’s Indian Civil 
Service ; Francis Gaskell, B.A., Cambridge ; James ener Renton, B.A., 
Oxford ; Clifford Kitchin (Lincoln’ s-inn scholarship in international and 
constitutional law, 1883), B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Reginald Dalton 
Pontifex, B.A., Oxford; George Edward Penn Gaskell, B.A., Oxford ; 
Edward Clement Atherton a M.A, rok Henry Morris 
Chester, M.A., LL.D., Cam Henry William Disney, 
Oxford ; Eden Northmore Jones, M. A, Oxford, J.P. for Guaniiokiee: . 


and Robert Thomas Gill. 
(holder of a first-class studentship 


Inner Tempte.—Henry Lynn 
awarded by the Council of Education, B mons ere Pikomapail 


Alexander G John Stewart, emer ine ad Bg 

B.A., London; William Amyas Bailward, oh Oona Th ro Toller 
Hurst Daniell, Associate 8 College, t Skyamaji 
Krishnavarma, B.A., Oxford; Robert Henty Pritc ny A., Oxford ; 


Thomas Pearce Jacomb, M.A, LL.B., tn Si, W, 
B.A., Oxford ; Hugh Edward B.A., eggs = + ta 


Richard Marcus Gordon Gill, B.A., ; George Hector Grant, 
B.A., Cambridge; Alexander Nimmo, rw ” Cambridge ; John Lee 
Booker, Oxf ; James Ernest Green, mow LL.B., 

Llewelyn Wynne-Jones, M.A., Oxford; Thomas O ’ Halloran Giles, B. a 
LL.B., Cambridge ; Povey Fosncis Ducroz, B.A., Oxford; John 
Smith, B.A., Oxford mstantine de Courcy "Hamilton (holder of a 
pupil scholarship i in common law, awarded February, 1884), B.A., ony 


ambridge; Lewis Matthew Richards, LL.B., Cam ; Ha 
Walter de Sausmarez, B.A., Cambridge ; Oliver Eaton B.A., 
London, LL. B., Paris; Charles William Chitt aS hk scholar- 
ship in real property law, awarded by the wy ee) —, 


B.A., Cambridge; James Alexander Aen ane of a il scholar 
ship in equity, awarded by the Inner Tenple, Joy July, owe i LLB., 
Queen’s University, Ireland; William Henry Cobb, » Oxte 


Hill Trevor, B.A., Oxford ; a, Hear ee ees a} 
Alston (holder of a pu law, ‘Srna by the 
Inner Temple, July, 83), Mk A L a - Robert Benjamin 
Walmisley, ; ; H Leigh Ormsby, B.A., Gambridge ; 
Off Fo ng poyee ¥ Reb B.A. Oxioed ; John Ohaslos 
ver > . , 
Samuel Grenier; and ght Leeming” 
Mipptz Tempre.—William Scott 


Charles M’Carthy Collins, of King’s-inn, Dublin, and dof the Uni 
Dublin ; Moag’ Bah Ohn; Butler Cole Aspinall, B.A., Uni of 
London ; Edmund Acres Bagshawe, B.A., Trinity College, Oxford; 


Edward Oswell; Pliny Henry Pisani; Alfred 

Philip Quicke, M.A., Hertford College, Oxford ; eenty i 
Balliol College, Oxford ; Peter Alexander De Rozario; 

Scott; William Montgomery Fairlie Waterton ; Jobn Selkirk 

B.A., LL.B., London University; Syed Mohamed 

College, Oxfords Thomas Kerr prep Re wns Middle le (20 


common law scholar, 30 guineas “Feces scholar), John er, 
University of London; Charles ; Charles James Morris, 
University of London mang le — ye sae Fone 20 

uity 50 guineas, common law 1 , 
Rushton ; Benjamin Scott Foster ; Richard David Muir; Louis 
Matthew Cantion. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court or. 
‘APPRAL. V. C. Bacor. 





at ies 
Koe Hasfrate 
Koc Novivate 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NorTH. ie PEARSON, 
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Frrenpty Socrerres Disso.vep. 
LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. Stuventowy Co-openative SocrETY, LiaitEp, Silvertown, Essex. Nov 13 
—_— Gazette, Nov. 18.] 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Nov. 13.—Bills in Committee. 
Teed tattee hentment. CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 
Nov. 18.—Bifi read a Second Time. CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Representation of the People. LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
; Dec 5. Allen v Allen, Chitty, 
y A Ferg Bet. Semthenee Heeger. en v Allen, tty, J 
Nicnots, Davin, Leeds. Nov 29. Nichols v Nichols, Bacon, V.C. Rider, Leeds 
NICHOLS, jonny, jun, =, oe na 9. Nichols v Icely and Upham v Nichols, 
COMPANIES. Ceili, $. Sananes, be 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jonrr Stock ComPantss. 
LuwTep oy CHANCERY. 
Boutz’s Inow ann Stext Company, LumiTrep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
+ on Saturday, Noy 22. White, 
solicitor for the petitioner 
NW, LImMITED.—Creditors are uired, 
pS hg ETT: Sg and the parti of 
13 at 1, is for Wh hw po ainnting ating ,. ee - 
° an udica wu 
Dominion a Oames ba LAs = Veen gy a _ ON COMEANT, aEPANY, LIMITED Petition fo 
ov directed heard lore Bacon on Vv 
pag Co, st, Mansion House, solicitors for the petitioner 4 


oa 22, appointed Frederick Whinney “Old Jew? ay vicial awiclaton 

‘Warroys Laxp Company, Lnaren.—Petition for a. met Nov 
directed to be heard Ee in En 
Siem om Lincoln’s inn, or Swainson and Co, I 7 + tors 

WESTGATE AND BrecHIncToN WATER COMPANY. ee Petition 8 for winding 
up, Presented Nov 10, ee sede ts ene ba on Saturday, 


‘ov 22. Francis and Johnson, Austin Friars, a wha for the petitioners 
[ Gazette, Nov. 14.} 

Brazmian Rariwa Be Geeeenseees, yoy se for winding up, pre- 

sented Nov ov 4, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Nov 29. 

Bellamy and Gresham st, a for the 

Braziuuas Raiiways ConsTRucti = Conpoqenaess LogTED. etiam for wind- 
onan up, presented Nev 15, directed to be heard t hefere Chitty, J., on Nov 29. 

pray ang Jewry, 90 solicitors for the 


—Petition for winding up, 7 resented 
0, 


LIMITED. 
ay as dircted to be ap. —¥E cn Nov 28. Linklater an soli- 
GUAYANA Comease, | ny Ag oe for winding up, presented Nov 15, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Friday, Nov rs Pancras lane, 
solicitor for the 
ATER CORPORATION, LIMITED.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Nov 12, im directed tobe be heard before Chitty, J, on Nov 2. ‘Norton 
Coleman st, solicitors for the —_— 
RIVER Goo: PassENGER Mavencmmon CoMPANY, 


J, dated Nov 1, it was ordered that 
tors are solicitor for the petitioner 


on or before 
and addresses, and the aot oa = 


ben. Bishopegste ot ¥ st Withon at Friday ey Py t 11 11 is 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the de pes “eben 
(a Noy 18.1 





In CHANCERY 
Inn Bewerir BuILpiIne Socrery, AccriIneTon.—Petition for 
ee Ee ery dootad te be heard before Bacon, V.C., “odie 
and Weatherall, agente for Hall and Co, Accrington, solicitors for 


the 
Norra anp Sours Wootwicn Sunway Company.—Creditors are 
names addresses, and the 
debts or claims, to Charlies Samuel Cornish Watkins, 
pegenesten, Des 36, at 13, is appointed for hearing an 


on or 


their 
Queen Victoria st. 
udicating upon the 


(Gazette, Nov. 14.) 
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Canes Magypen Bors Serenine ComPany, LIMITED. —Petition for winding up. 
presented Nov 11, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor, on Nov 28° 
ys. Manchester, at 10.30, Sale and Co, Man- 


[ Gazette, Nov. 14.) 


ComMPAryY, LawiITED.—By an order 
by the Vice-Chancellor, dated Oct 29, it was ordered that the vol 
Brabner and Court, Liverpoo 


eruasamie Abele SonvLL Comrise, Lincrrep — aa, me cten ete We 


dated Oct 29, it was ordered that company be wound up 


Danger, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner 

SPINNING AND Manor. G COMPANY, LIMITED.— 

pot Ah the Vice-Chancellor, dated os 11, it was ordered that 
- up of the company be continued. Okell, Manchester, 


mn TO ney [Gasette, Nov. 18.) 
ANBARIES OF 

Ow Company,.—Petition for winding up, 4d Nov 
Aa ply se ice Warden, at = hig ws eure on 


(Gasette, Nov, 18.) 


‘WALKER, Y aoe Haxby, York. Dec 3. Walker v Walker, Bacon, V.C. Wil- 
Weare W, 


New Bond st. Linendraper. Dec 6. Brooks v Wight- 
wick, Pearson, J. lett, 


Berners st, Oxford st 
{ Gazette, Nov. 7.) 


COOPER, JOHN, Deenell, effield, Foeiewense Manufacturer. Dec 5. Whitton 
v Cooper, Chitty, J. Allen, Sheffi 

HEwirt, JaAMEs, Ipswich ~ sa mae — Dec 1. Macdougall v Hewitt, 
Bacon, V.C. Downing, ‘Basinghall st 

Maron, WitL1am, Gray’s inn rd. Dec 10. Popev Badcock, Pearson, J. Pope, 
Great James st, Bedford row 

MUGGERIDGE, WiLL1AM Henry, The Granaries, St Andrew’s hill, Corn Mer- 
chant. Nov 30. Brown v West, Pearson, J. w3 Cannon st 

—— Tuomas Watson, Blomfield rd, Maida Vale, Veterinary Surgeon. Dec 

Pritchard Bartrum, 


v Axe, Pearson, J. Old Soucy chbrs 
[ Gazette, Nov. 11.]} 


DARWEN, JOHN, my Fm ga Jan 1, Bodega Company v Darwen, 
J Weekes, 


Pearson, J. 
Hucues, Jonn, Rumney, Monmouth, Farmer. Nov 29. Hughes v Hughes, 
Bacon, V.C. Corbett, Cardiff 


WEBSTER. GEORGE, Derby. Dec 8. Guardians of Derby Union v Sherratt, 
Bacon, V.C. Briggs, Derby 
[ Gazette, Nov. 14,] 


Forp, Jaume Missenden, Bucks, Innkeeper. Dec 20. Lines v Ford, Pearson, J. 
ow, esham 
Hrves, Joun, Derby. Dec 22, Reader v Hives, Kay. J. wile and Stone, Derby 
ALKER, WILLIAM HENRY, *Backville st, Tailor. Dec20. Herries and 
Cov bo v Walker, Chitty, J. ‘Richards, Warwick st, t st 
[ Gazette, Nov. 18.) 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
ASHWORTH, JOHN, Rawtenstall, Lancaster, Shopkeeper. Dec 20. Woodcock and 
Sons, Haslingden 
Austin, Jonn, Lymington, Southampton, Coach Builder. Dec 12. Moore and 
Co, Lymington 


Baxer, ExizaBETu, Lakenham, Norwich. Jan 8. Bailey and Co, Norwich 
BaknNeEs, JAMES, Accrington, Lancaster, Grocer. Dec 23. Sharples, Accrington 
Barnett, ReEBEcca Hoox Foster, York. Jani. Wood and Co, York 

BInGieY, Henry, Brighton, Esq. Dec 15. Upton and Co, Austin Friars 
BEaRpoy, DanrzEu, Lower Park rd, Peckham. Dec 30. Prior and Co, Lincoln’s 


Burman, Mary, Carlisle. Dec 30. Hough, Carlisle 

DANIEL, James Stock, Ramsgate, Kent, Esq. Dec 31. 

DonoGHUE Ly Pm ig Waterloo, Lancaster, Brickmaker. Nov 25. Lynch and 
iverpoo. 


Teebay, 
AMUEL, near it. 12. er, 0. 
“4 Hambrook, Bristol, Gent. Dec Miller, Bristol 
— JAMES, The wogas York, Gent. Jan 24. Thom m, York 
‘Windsor, . Nov 21. a. ictoria st 
pms hey Merchant. iffe and Co, Manchester 
Pass Honma (mn Lrveme, Victoria rd, Tease Gent. Dec 15. Harley and 
rae. IsoBELL, ye rd. Dec 1. Thompson and Debenhams, Salter’s 


i OUD EA, Ewan, Phun Kent. — Decor Nien nee Spas 
eoman, 

GaxENHOUSE, ELIZASET2, Battersea Park rd. Dec 20. dawbrites, Alderman- 

wee, Wu114m, Sowerby Bridge, York, Grocer. Dec 10. Rhodes, Hali- 


Hart, Ganam Ams, Alexandra rd. Jan 7. Panne snd Oo, Routh ag, Gray's inn 
Hancock. Rev. EDWARD GREY, Milverton, Warwick. Dec 31 a. Large, n 
Rad veller. a 


yeh ap ot, Seen, 


Daniel, Ramsgate 


HEMMING, Stratford upon Avon, Blacksmith. Dec 20. Slater and Co, 
Stratford eee Avon 
HowEt., CornzeLiIvs, Sandown, Isle of Wight, Builder. Dec 8. Wooldridge, 


Howekt1, Fanny Janz, Sandown, Isle of Wight. Dec8. W saris , Sand 
Krpman, EpWarp, ay, See. Gent Deon 11. ep ma leowade 
KNOWLES, RICHARD J: OHN, bridge Wells, Kent, Esq. and Co, 


MgpemAis, CHARLEs GzorGE, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Surgeon. Dec 1. Brookes, 

MeeTEES, | Old Quebec st, Portman sq, Gent. Nov 29. Laytonand Co, 

MavGHAM, Ropert Onmonnd, Bedford row, Solicitor. Dec 10. Dixon and Co, 
Bedford row 


CHARLES GEORGE, Pai Inner T le, 
ype. has and Co ct OWN, ee Stith oh io 28 
OULTO Cranham, loucester, Potter. Dec an aay PI 
OGILVY, nonouasd, Prince gate, South Kensin Kensington, Dec i ti  ‘Siullens and 


a Dec 18, Bygott, Wer Wem sinie 
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Sarr, GEORGE Wyatt, Burdett rd, Poplar,Surgeon. Dec12. Turner and Low, 
gece are pee oes, ss eat Das nace os 

TinGEY, ELIZABETH, Lower Caldecote, Bedford. Dec 11. Chapman, Biggles- 
aeavm, Tuomas, Eardsley, Hereford, Gent. Dec 10. Temple and Philpin, 
Witte, Roy Srmxcen Dop, Fletching, Sussex. Dec 10. Markby and Co, New 
Waicnt, WittuaM, Gloucester, Farmer. Dec 31. Slatter and Co, Stratford upon 


aes [ Gazette, Nov. 11.] 
Apeet, S OHN Meuse, natn, Surrey, Civil Engineer. Feb9. Bridgerand 


King 
Sam a Uekteld, Sussex, Veterinary Surgeon. Dec 20. Hillman, Lewes 
oe FREDERICK AvGusTUs, Bath, Clerk in Holy Orders. Dec 20. Delme 
e, Devizes 
AsHaORE, #. ; Beth. sey 29. Rosie and Co, Penge 


5 
Ba YNHAM, Gronan, ba, Beth. st, North H away, Ohartered, Accountant. Dec 
31. Sturt, Ironmonger lane 


BLAKEBOROUGH, HENRY, Leeds, Ironmonger. Dec 15. Middleton and Sons, Leeds 


BuLiock, RICHARD, Gaionk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Licensed Victualler. Dec 
14. Rawlings, Walbroo 
Ope, | eae ae Suffolk, Licensed Victualler. Dec 20. Morton, 


Bun, 
DICKSON, Yom ALEXANDER CoLLIncwoop Tomas, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Bart. Dec 
Campbell and Co, Warwick st, Regent st 
ponesom, ANE, Blackburn. Dec 31. Wilkinson, Blackbu 
RICHARD BARTON, Beardwood, Blackburn, Esq. Dec 31. Wilkinson, 


Dunk, SAMUEL CHARLES, Penge, Surrey, Builder. Jan 14. Blewitt and Tyler, 
Gracechurch st 

Buses, mane Eiza, Clevedon court, Somerset. Dec 15. Eaton and Co, Haver- 
ordadwes' 

ag ee rom, Pyebank, Sheffield, File Manufacturer. Dec 15. Smith and Co, 

Forp, Henry, Ninfield, Bosoe, 1 Labeene. Dec 25. Gruttenden, Battle, Suffolk 

GIRVIN, ANNETTE, Halstead, Essex. Dec 31. Merrick Head, Reigate 

GorDON, ALEXANDER, Great eaetin tas r. Jani. Brown. Great Grimsby 

Hunt, FRancis WILLIAM, Bath, Hatter. Jan3i. Nunneley, 

HawoktTH, JAMES, Hulme, Manchester oar, Guesnqueci®. Dec 31. Fox, Manchester 


Kincuam, James, Great Kingshill, Hughenden, Buckingham, Farmer. Dec 24. 


Fell, Ay Aylesbury 
LovEia, hy HENRY, Gray’s inn sq, Solicitor. Dec 20. Lovell and Co, 
ray’s inn 
ieee, O CHARLES Gerorcs, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Surgeon. Deci. Brookes, 
MATHEWS, or may Brunswick ter, Campden hill, Gent. Dec 15. Walls and Co, 
Queen. Victoria st 
Price, THomas, Hereford, Gent. Dec 25. James and Bodenham, Hereford 
a HEnry, papers Richmond rd, Barnes, Upholsterer. Dec 15. Allen and 
m, Carlisle-st, 
SANDHAM, ious, 23rd Ra a Royal Welsh Fusiliers. Dec 15. Radcliffes and 
Co, Craven st, Charing 
— < JOB Steeple ple Ashton, Wilts, Esq. Dec 31. Nerris and Hancock, 


SIMPSO: N, ELIZABETH, Boothen, Stoke upon Trent. Dec12, Nottingham Wilson, 
Stoke ' upon Trent 

TREVELYAN, JULIA, Nettlecombe, Somerset. Dec 12. Ward and Co, Gray’sinn sq 

WHITE, GEORGE, Scarborough, Tea Merchant. Feb 14. Turnbull and Co, 
Scarborough 

WuittamM, ALicg, Bacup, Lancaster. Dec 13. Wright, Bacu ee 

WHYTE, EDWARD aor, H.M. ship “Indus,” Devonport, Paymaster. Jan 9. 
Case, James st, Adelphi 

WILLEY, Sesaeee, Seaton, nr Seaham Harbour, Durham. Jan 6. Alcock, 


Sunder 
(Gazette, Nov. 14.) 


BARKER, TAOMAS, Beccles, 
Bares, L ARGYLL, Oe Fondo’ South Lg a ag or Jan 17. Crowdy and 


, Fa 
~~~ JOSEPH, Surfieet, Lincoln, Cottager. Dec 8. Millington and Simpson, 


Bos 

BLAKENEY, HENRY, Brighton, Deputy Commissary General. Dec 31. Weall and 
Souee 2 Bell yard, Does commana 2 ee 

BRASSINGTON, H, Onecote, nr Leek, Staffordshire, Yeoman. Jani. Chal- 
linor and Co, Leek 

CARNEGIE, JOHN, Chesterfield, Esq.,M.D. Jan 20. Bruce and Kerr, Edinburgh 

COLEMAN, JOHN, Lubenham, Market Harborough, Leicester, Farmer. Feb 10. 
Douglass, Market Harborough 

Cotzy, THomAs, Maidstone, Farmer. Dec 29. Stephens, Maidstone 

DowniE, GEORGE NUNN, Balham, Surrey, Licensed Victualler, Dec 31. Nash 
and Field, Queen st, Cheapside 

DUNKERLEY, ey Blackburn, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. Jan 15. 

@sena Weare W. Rasholme, Manch Gent. Dec 20, Woodall 
OODALL, WILLIAM WILSON, Rts) este t. 20. 

ostvan, basis Heamres, Caraga war "2 oe: Watkins, Cardiff 
ROVES BERT HARRISON, roker. 6. ‘a 

Hatt, JoHN ATKINSON, Pannal, York. pore Powell, 

a South Stockton, York, Innkeeper. Dec 15. Wilkes and Wilkes, 

arli n 

HERMAN, Lo’ Great Russell st, Bloomsbury, Picture Dealer. Jan 15. Chapple 
and Co, ioe ie — - Be 

Ho pag. aly an Newton, Lancaster, Farmer. Dec 18. Pearson and Pear- 
son, rkby 

tat ROBERT, Shudehill, Manchester, Bookseller. Dec 20. Taylor and Co, 


fener, Peaacy, Lancing st, Bustos oq, Retived Guard. ‘Deo té. Ohimmbisiate 
Se Serithin's laws ee ee - ~ 


MARY ‘ANN, Binfield rd, Clapham rd. Jan 15. Chapple and Co, Carter lane 
LEECH, JANE, Dukinfield, Chester, Dec 31. Taylor and Kinkead, Stalybridge 
LEECH, Jour, Benton Norris, Lancaster, Merchant. Dec 31. Taylor and 


Gnos, Unanias, Gloucester gardens, Haq. Dec 81. Nicol and Co, Lime st 
iqyeuse, Zaaxx, Fallowfield, Lancaster, Gent. Deo 14. Needham and Co, 


Lupiow, 1 away Jounx, Yotes 
and Oo, Throbald's ax. Fotce Court, Mereworth, Kent, Req. Deo 1s. Walker 
MITCHELL, WILLIAM, Lamerton, Devon, Esq. Jan 14, Sole and Gill, Devonport 


Pagrenecn, Wr11am, Kingston upon Hull, Marine Engineeer. Dec 15, Laverack, 








Patin, JoserH, Manchester, Corn Merchant. Dec.20. Lambert, Manchester 
Rawirnsow, Ann, Knowsley, Lancaster. Dec 26. Ansdell and Eccles, St Helen’s 
SaMLER, JonN HaRMan, South Stoke, Somerset, Gent. Dec 20. Wheatcroft, 


iN, CHARLES, Highgate, Birmingham, Maltster. Dec 15. Beale and Co, 


EE o sicautie Sha Wadi. io ae 
Dec 31. Pilcher, Pall Mall 

hy nt ILLIAM HENRY, Ramsgate. Kent, Gent. Dec 30. Wansey and Bowen, 

Wiaston, Toomas, Coventry, Auctioneer. Dec 4. berameacs, | fovea? 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


vor. 2%—Mr. H. & Mesum, st the Mart, at 2p.m., Leasehold Property (see 
it ee : Dani wie N, Fanwen, & Baipgewaren, at the Mart, at 


EBENHAM, 
3 Freehold Ground Rents (see advertisement, N’ 4 
Noy hie Wag Rion o tho Mat at bay Preaald Property (oe 
Nov. 25. Messrs. EDMUND Ronrxs oh & Hrvg, at the Mart, Freehold Properties 
Nov, ah Messrs, BAX B, PAYNE, a Tgpmn, at the Mart, ab 2 p.m., Frechold 
Esta’ ver tiacmncnsh, ‘ov. 
Nov. 6 and 27. Messrs. 8 ALKED & Se the Mart, at 1 p.m. each day, 
Freehold ‘ov. 8, p. 19). 
Nov. 27.— Messrs. d Rents (og arenttne Mart, at 2 p.m., Shares and Leasehold 
Ground Rents (see advertisement, this week, p. . 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 


oy ay poy Walingient, the wife of H. W. L. Browne- 
80) ir. a 
MaLpEy.— Nov. 12, at Gastaliatnsroed, Maide-hill, the wife of Charles Edward 
Mal barris' at-law, ason 
AKRFIELD.—Nov. 6, at Hoveland Lodge, Taunton, the wife of J. E. W. Wake- 
field, M.A., solicitor, of a daughter. 


DEATHS. 


— anew, » at 85, Avenue-road, Regent’s-park, Edmund Burke, barrister- 
al iw, 
Jeamanea tor. 6, at Crewkerne, James Hare Jolliffe, solicitor, aged 63. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Fray, Nov. 14, 1884. 
BANERUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Grove, William George, Bideford, Devon. Nov 8 


TuEsDAY, Nov. 18, 1884. 


Braitling, Mary Ann Elizabeth, Hi Sussex, Lodging-house’Keeper. Nov 7 
Pickering, Hermon, Derby, Pork Butcher. Oct 18 ™ 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Faray, Nov. 14, 1884. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baker, Tom W: bidgs, Leather Factor. Court. Pet Oct 
aly aes ie pee ye 


Baldwin, Charlies Large, Cirencester, Bootmaker. Pet Nov 10. Ord 


Nov 10. eee us on. mar 
Nov 10. Ord Nov 10. my Be oh 
Solicitor. Newport. Pet Nov10. Ord Nov 


wn, Southampton, Tobacconist. Southamp- 


. Une Nov iL “< Nov 25 at 12 
randon, Blackfriars ote Comat. 
Pet Nov 11. Onan ov Ny 12. Exam Jan 14 at 11 mye he inn fields 


gnes, Newcastle op Tyas, Contostionns. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Nov 
ni. Ord Nov 10. Exam Nov 


11, Exam Nov 2 at 1t 
Bedinafield, + a Soames, Ni 
— Pet Novi 


ames, Gatel Brixton, Court. Pet Oct 25. Ord Nov 
ol samchrariay Sciam, ig nN es Mer it 
ngpibemn, Clerk. Nottingham. q 

OL seh teat 


ov12. Ord Nov12. Poptobela i; Notting hil, Upholetrer. High a 


ort Sa Airadtord. Pet Nov it, Ord Now it Exam Dee ae 


Blanchester. Bet Nov tt Nov 11, Siac, eine us " 
Victualler. Ranches. Pat Now 11 Pora ‘ov 11. Nov 27 at 12.90 


ay Rae = 17 at ag Poe 


Draper. Bangor. Pet Oct 
Davies Waller, Blngnan Exam Deo 


Elliott, ols ‘Livecpect basen verpool. Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 10. Exam 
st, Widow. Court. Pet Oct 18. Ord 


we i at ba Lincoln's inn 


nen SS 


Nov 0 at 12 
Foster, Blanche, U; pper Grosvenor 
Nov 12. Exam Deo 19 at 11, 


J 


-® Lincoln’s inn 
Cae Pet Mee th Gad Hee th. heme 


12, Ord Novis es Eyre yr 








CS ote 
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Henry, Felth: , Norfolk, Licensed Victualler. Norwich. Pet 


Ord Ni ry ape 24 at 12 at th Shirshall, Nor wish Oeste 
pig i Nov 0408 19 6 . Gt Grimsby. Pet Novil. Ord 


rocer, 
Sy Tg oa} engl 
ew. ent r 
i. Lincoln's inn felds 


1, at > 
by Bthelden A She herd’ High Court. Pet Oct 15. 
Sine ian inn fields 
Mark Th Shoes Hable Middlesborough, Schoolmaster. Stockton on Tees 
Pet Nov 12. Ord Novi2. Exam Nov 19 
Seveenieh, nchester, Mees Merchant. Manchester. Pet Oct 28, 
Ord Nov10. Exam Nov 27 at 1 
. William Henry, Forest aes, Essex, Builder. a Court. Pet Nov 8. 
Ord Noy 11. Exam Dec 18 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Mathias, Stewart William eshire, Chandler. _ ar Pet Nov 
12. Ord Nov 12. Exam Nov 26 at 11 
McGuire, areas, High Walker, Northumberland, Boot Dealer. Newcastle on 
> haa Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 10. Exam Nov20 
Hugh, Newtown, Montgomeryshire, Commercial Traveller. Newtown. 
Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov i0. Exam Nov 


Apc Not a2" 
Je 


Olver, John James, Plymouth, Grecmr, Kast Stonehouse. Pet Nov7. Ord Nov 
7%. Exam N meen 


i ov 

Ralph, Js James, Little Britain, Fancy Stationer. is Court. Pet Nov10. Ord 
Exam Dec 18 at 11 at 34 coln’s inn 

Stacey, Levi, Bath, Bootmaker. Bath. Pet Nov10. Ord Nov10. Exam Dec4 


i=) William, Hackney rd, Tanner. igh Court. Pet Oct 13. Ord Nov 10. 
Ss) “~* . iwin, le ~ rela, ub Builder. Kingston, 8 Pet 
urbiton, nm, Surrey. 
Nov'10. Ord Nov 10, Exam Dec 5 at 3 ; 
William, Eames, Boot Maker. Northampton. Pet 
ov 10. Ord Nov 10. Exam Dec 


rge Marrack, Plymouth, Chemist. East Stonehouse. Pet Nov 10. 
Ord Nov 10. "Tom Dec 2 at 12 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 24, 1884. 


Baretta, Mary, Sheffield, Hat Dealer. Sheffield. Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct 21. Exam 
Nov 13 at 11: 11.30 


First MEETINGS. 


Bannister, Thomas, and*Thomas Hoyle, Bolton, Coal Merchants. Nov 24 at 11. 
16, Wood st, Bolton 


ewport, | aes Solicttor. Nov25at12, Official 
Receiver, 34, Brides st st, gst, Newport, M 
thampton, Tobacconist. Nov2at2. Official 
pocmress 4 “yy Southampto: 
Samuel, Wolverhampton, Grocer. Nov 22atii. Official Re- 
caver, 8t Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 
, Henry, Harwood, Lancashire, Joiner. Nov 2iat3. County Court, 


Brown Newcastle on e, Baker. Roy 22 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
County ibrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle on T: 
ae tie Maurice, South st, Manchester *% Draper. Nov 25at12. 33, 


Lincoln’s inn 
Ena John, Liverpool, Grocer. Novy 2tat2. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 


Garsed, David Benjamin. Head. Yorkshire, Watchmaker. Nov2iatii. Offi- 
cial Receiver. ta , Crossley 


brs, st, 
William He Feltho Norfolk, Butcher. Nov 22 at12. H. P. Gould. 
SGhiiclal Receive m, Ghoen st ‘Norwich ‘<x ggpe sapiey 


een co orwic 
Hall, John ee, © y. Leeds, Leather Merchant. Nov 27 at 3. Official 
By be St heoeas 8 pont 22, Park row, Leeds 
Hann, George, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Nov 26at1li. Official Receiver, 
3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 


Hid, Jobn, Nottingham, Joiner. Nov 21 at 12. Official Receiver, Exchange walk, 
es Poten Clark, Lansdowne rd, Physician. Nov 25 at 2. 33, Carey st, 
coln’s ion 
Kennell, Frank, Belgrave, Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer. Nov 22 at 12. 
Official Receiver, 2 Friar lane a er ae 


Knudsden, Knud Frederick, Gracechurch st, Timber Agent. Nov 24atil. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Leadbetter, Gooree, | — ae, vice eg ye +h i sm Nov 25 at 2. Official 





Receiver, Lisbo Mt ag st, Li 
McGuire, Weg alker, Martawabocie Boot Dealer. Hows at 11, 
Official ’ Receiver, a Ww chbrs, Westgate nS wh akin le on 


Me. fewtows, ontgomershire, Comm: veller. * seer 24 at 1. 
Opes John James, Plymouth, Grocer. Noy 21 at 3. Official Receiver, 18, Frank- 


fort Payne, John, 
Kgttering ‘p Nov 26 at 12, Coun iy 


Pee, W' Cot bids North nr York, wie Nov 24 at 2.30, Official Receiver, 


sce Linea les 1 Bhi, Sydney st, Chelsea, Law Student. Nov 24at2. 33, Carey 
Bath, Bootmaker. Dec 4 at 2. R. H. Moore, High Bailiff, York st, 


Christopher, Blackpool, Grocer. Nov 21 at12. Official Receiver, 14, 


Chapel st, Preston 
, Plymouth, Chemist. Nov 24 at 11, Official Receiver, 


Trevaskis, Marrack 
whan Frankfort st, Plymouth 
ateet, Scho, = cea rd, West Hampstead, Builder. Nov 25 at 1. 33, Carey 
W: Ro ootle. Lancashire, out 
pm mom Tat 5 ee Lagat oft of business. Nov 2 at 3. Official Re- 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Atkinson, 5 Rawat, Manchest, F Engin hester. ait} N Nov 8. Ord Nov 10 


ter, Edm Ord N 
% onton. . ovit 
“2 Joseph, St Cohan, Cornwall, Builder. Truro. Pet Out 2 28, Ord 


sta 9 Ee Newcastle on Tyne, Confectioner. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Nov 


‘ornwall, Grocer. Truro. Pet Oct9. Ord Nov 12 
See eas Ta” jun, eink House Furnisher. Cheltenham. Pet Oct 22, 


Herbert, Bartholomew lane, Stock Broker. High Court, Pet Oct 21, 


Ord Nov 11 
= Chi ear Accrington, Lancashire, Oil Merchant. Black- 


June 16. "Nov 10 
Resparva, St Enoder, Cornwall, Farmer. Truro. Pet Oct 9. 


at. fam rote, as near Wolverhampton, Iron Dealer. Wolver- 





Hadley, Samuel William, Slispbabige, Gloucestershire, Timber Merchant. 
Gloucester. Pet Oct 25 Ord il 
wreuNor it, thony Matthew, Old Kent rd, Surrey, Cheesemonger. High Court. 
ot Nov 11. ovi 
as George, St Martin’s le Grand, Clerk. High Court. Pet July 8. Ord 
Tov i 


ine ‘ nt nets wes Spotty, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Oldbury. 
e ov 6. Ord 
Lenstiels, 38 The Parade, Turnham Green, Draper. Brentford. Pet Oct 9. 
v 
Moreton,” J ames, and Albert Austin Heath, Stafford, Shoe Manufacturers, 
taffo et it 26. ov 
3s. Ord 8 James J p> ok hh, Walsall, Staffordshire, Tobacconist. Walsall. Pet Oct 
Nov 10 
‘Taplin pen iam, Mapberion, Buckinghamshire, Bootmaker. Northampton. Pet 
ten 
Tustin, John, ‘Willenhall, Staffordshire, Draper. Wolverhampton. Pet Nov 6. 
ov il 
hes oy ‘Ont Sov seamen Beerhouse Keeper. Wolverhampton. Pet 
ov 4. ovi 
Wilson, Ral Neweastle on Tyne, Fancy Goods Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne, 
Pet Nov7> DN 


The following Amended Notice is substituted id that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 24 


Baretta, Mary, Sheffield, Hat Dealer. Sheffield. Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct 22 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
omen, John Thomas, Llwynon, Pen: yeroes, Lianllyfni, Carnarvonshire, Surgeon. 


or. Adjud Sept 23. Annul 
Powel, John, SVOEEET Northam; +b Carrier, Northampton. Adjud 


TUESDAY, Nov 18, 1884. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Batch, Jacob Peter, Norwich, Contractor. Norwich. Pet Oct 3. Ord Nov 12. 
Exam Dec 17 at 2 


Bedford, Shadrach George, Wantage, Berkshire, Smith. Oxford. Pet Oct 3, 
Ord Nov 10. Exam Dec 18 at 12.30 
Bowel Frederick James, Brentwood, Essex, Decorator. Chelmsford, Pet Nov 
Ord Nov8. Exam Dec 8 
Cave, ee Birkenhead, Hay Dealer. Birkenhead. Pet Nov 13. Ord Nov 13. 
Exam Nov 


26 
Collins, ys ge Beaumont Po: Remover. High Court, 


rtland pl, Furniture 
Dec 17 * 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 
ind, Ogley Hay, , Staffordshire, Farmer. Walsall. Pet Oct13. Ord 
's hill, Cannock, Staffordshire, Farmer. Walsall. Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 14. _ Dec 4 at 12 
Briggs, Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Corn Miller. Dewsbury. Pet 
Nov Ord Nov 14. Exam Dec 19 
Fenwick, John Mowbray, Manchester, Wine Merchant. Manchester. Pet Oct 
Ord Nov 18. Exam Dec 4 at 12.30 
rea Merthyr Ts Tydfil, Travelling Draper. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Oct 
Wet ry 16. Exam Dec 
Pees Bedtord. Pet Nov 12. Ord Novi2, Exam Dec4 
Boston,  pertyahize, Jeweller. Stockport. Pet Oct 27. Ord 
Nov 13. Exam Sy 
James ck, Bt Leonard’ sonfen.} Mineral Water Manufacturer. 
He B, Nov 8. eric Nov 15. Exam Dec e 
iwynhendy, Tanelly, . Grocer. Carmar- 
(cy Pet Nov 14. Ord Novis, 14. Exam Noy 18 
Hughes, Joseph Gill. Tranmere, Cheshire, Grocer. Birkenhead. Pet Nov 13. 
Lo Novi3. Exam Nov 
ree! Frederick Chatileld, Broadstairs, Kent, Gent. Canterbury. Pet Noy 14. 
ov 14. 
Looseimore John Walliweten watoon, srd, Higtterese, Solicitor’s Clerk. Wands- 
Pet Nov 14. Ord Exam Dec 
Mune” Gustave, and Au ~~ ‘Mahler, Mik st Commission A, ‘h 
Court. Pet Nov 12. Ord Nov 15. Bacen Dee i8'at tf at 94, Lines a inn fh is 
Mapsien, Bawin, Fottington, out of business. Nottingham. Pet Nov 15, Ord 
Melmore, John, and George Cartmer, Maryport, Cumberland, Ship Owners. 
Cockermouth and Workington. Pet Nov 10. OrdNovii. Exam Nov 29 at li 
Moody, a; Cues. Yorkshire, Currier. Leeds. Pet Novis. Ord Nov 15. 
ov 25 at 11 
vids. Exam Dec Prrmonth, Hosier. East Stonehouse. Pet Novi4. Ord Nov 
15 
Matthew, Kingston upon Hull, Draper. Kin, m upon Hull. Pet Nov 
rag Nov - Exam Deri 1 ro 11 at Courthouse, —* Hull 
RS ng Joseph armel. piorthampton, Working Jeweller. Northampton. 
Pet Nov 13. a 13. Exam 
‘orth, Arthur John, and John Thee Harvey, Sheffield, Pawnbrokers. 
Sheffield. Pet Nov 14. Ord Nov 14. Exam Dec 11 at 11.30 
Smith, Samu hy ~~ 1 b7 pee Corn Dealer. Salisbury. Pet Nov 3. Ord 
Novi4. Exam Dec 5 
Smith, Walter, West a Staffordshire, Grocer. Oldbury. Pet Nov 14. 
Ord 4, Exam Dec 5 
Stanfosd, George James, Old Kent Beerhouse Ki r. h Court. Pet 
Ord Nov 15. Exam Dec 16 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Sys =, Henry Bdwin, Bra Depttord, out of business, Bradford. Pet Nov 13, Ord 
Sinith Th Thomas, Statton aes Tadcaster, Yorkshire, Farmer. York. Pet Noy 
13. Ord Nov 18. Exam Nov 28 
Gout. Pet Nov 14. Ord 


ufacturer. 

Stoke upon t and Longton. Pet Nov 15. Ord Novi15. Exam Dec 9 at 11.80 

Whit! i ae Carlton rd, Kilburn, Widow. Ee poo Pet Sept 22. Ord Nov 
13. Dee 9 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s 


Fret MEETINGS. 
Bowtell. Viroderick x James, Brentwood, Essex, House Decorator. Nov 26 at 8. 


Count; 
Cm chard, oa remeld, Merchant. Nov 26at11. Law Society’s Rooms, Bank 


Corns, Edmund, mand, Ost Ha Staffordshire, Farmer. Dec 3 at 11. Official Re- 

ver, Bridge Isall’ 

Dorie ee, aeer, Blaenau Festiniog, Merionethshire, Draper. Nov 2 at 12. 
hn, Gangs Lae chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

taffordshire, Farmer. Nov 28 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 


"a bo erin Yorkshire, Corn Miller. Nov 26 at 11. 
organshire, Travelling Draper. Nov 98 


ceiver, 48, ard, Pic oth 


, Farmer. Dec 4 at 11,30. Official Re- 
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Sarah Ann ona Robert BD Dizon Baw , ¥ , Market 
iv 
Kissane, Jere miah, Manchester, 1s este Satan Merchant’ Nov 27 at 3. cial Re- 


ceiver, ¢ Ogden’s 
a. J (fy Leeds, Stetonces. Deciat2. Bankruptey bldgs, Portugal 
’s 
einore, Jol and A Gosege Car e Cartmer, Maryport, Cumberland, Shipowners. Nov 
25 at 12 ’ 


* Jo Otley ‘Yorkshire, “Darsier, Nov 27 at 11. Official Receiver, St 
; Meee we oh nN TO 





ness, Greengrocer. Nov 26 at 2. Official 
er, 2 terr, Barrow in Furness 

rt Gerard, Catford, Kent, Clerk to an Insurance Co. Noy 2 at 11. 
estminster 


Lady Alice, Blandford sq. Nov #7 at 2. Japonin's sinn 
tthew, Kingston upon at Hull, Dra: ogi per, Nov 8 at i corporated Law 


Societ; 
Powers, Hdmuna Frederick, St eames, “ee Bedfordshire, Miller. 


bertson, Willen. —— Merchant. Nov 27 at 11. Bankruptcy 
outs Port 8 Peek St Foe inn “fields 

Samu Googe, Charminates, Dorsetshire, Corn Dealer, Nov 28 at 12.30. 
Official Receiver, bury 
Smith, Thomas, Stutton, nr Tadcaster, Yorkshire, Farmer. Nov 27 at 2, Official 


er, 
Swain, William Edwin, Cleaveland rd, Surbiton, Builder, Nov 25 at 11. 28 and 29, 
St Swithin’ ~ a London » B.C. 
es, Hi entry Edwin, Bra: radiord, out of business, Nov 26 at 8.30, Official Receiver, 
pepate choos 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 14, 1884. 


Olver, John James, Plymouth, Grocer. Nov 21 at 3. Official Receiver, 18, Frank- 
fort st, Plymouth 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
Banks, Benita, Anfield, nr Liverpool, Merchant’s Clerk. Liverpool. Pet Oct 
29. Ord Nov 16 


Barna rd, John, and Geor Goswell rd, Waterproof 
anufacturers. re Cingt, Fors Pet Be it 24, Bene hae ™ 
Beitord, © Shadrach George, Wan Berkshire kshire, Smith. Oxford. Pet Oct 30. 
awe, Richard, Buxton, Derbyshire, Jeweller. Stockport. Pet Oct27. Ord 
Francis, Old Sodb Gl ucestershire, Farmer. Bristol. 
Bachar, “Gal Nov mpeg 


Nov 1 
Blower, Benj MY Wolverhampton, Grocer. Wolverhampton. Pet 


Nov 7. yan 13 
Carter, David, Edward Birch, Stephen Barnard, and Thomas . Stgetford 
upon Avon, Bicycle Manufacturers. Warwick. Pet Oct 23. Nov 1 
Cave, aw, irkenhead, Corn Dealer. Birkenhead. “Pet Nov 13. Ord 
ov 
Dastow, Mary, sey, Southport, Lancashire, Fancy Goods Dealer. Preston. Pet Oct 
ov 
Davideon, Hugh, , Kirkdale, nr Liverpool, out of business. Liverpool. Pet Oct 4. 
ov i 


Davies, ae) Blaenau Festiniog, Merionethshire, Draper. Bangor. Pet Oct 
ovi 
Eiwert, , Georee, Stamford, Lincolnshire, Draper. Peterborough. Pet Oct 31. 
ov 
Roster, peaa, Pickworth, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet Oct 24. Ord 


ov 
Cain, G George Andrew, Green st, Park lane, Esq. High Court. Pet Sept 10. 


Hau, ‘Goarze, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Grocer, Great Grimsby. Pet Nov 11. 

Hanslow, James, and William Hanslow, Margate, Kent, Coachbuilders. Canter- 
bury. Pet Oct 25. Ord Nov 14 

Koch, Augustus, Luton, bedfordshire, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Luton. Pet 
Oct i6. Ord Nov 15 


Lindsaybyrne, John James, King’s rd, Chelsea, Stationer. High Court. Pet 


A os fy TS Ord Nov 14 
Mason, 9 , Newport, Salop, out of business. York, Pet Oct 27. 
avi 
McGuire Se High Walker, Northumberland, Boot Dealer. Newcastle on 
Tyne. Pet Noy 10. Ord Nov 14 
Moody, John, Otley, Yorkshire, Currier. Leeds. Pet Noy 15. Ord] Now a 
tt, Thomas ey, {Seaynes Hill, Lindfield, Sussex, Wheelwrig 
Oct 22. “Ord Nov 1 
ais, Ord Nov 1 Kingston upon Hull, Draper. Kingston upon Hull. Pet Nov 
en he RE 


h Yorwet, Northampton, Working Jeweller. Northampton. 
— Nee 18. Ord Novi 
ny Héwerd, Stapleford, Cambridgeshire, Brewer. Cambridge. Pet Oct 


Rawlinson, John, Burnley, Lancashire, Grocer. Burnley. Pet Oct 30, Ord 
ov 1 
Teed, George, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet Nov6. Ord 


0 
Bee, J james, Yardley, Worcestershire, Builder, Birmingham, Pet Nov8, Ord 
ov . 





gig ray Eres Steet term Pes, Ss Sunderland. Pet 


ieren “pian Stet, Beh Gat Sess BAN oe 
jee, fate juxta Bir- 
seep enna he eee 


Luton. 
Stasis 
Stantoes, ieee rd, Surrey, Beerhouse Keeper. preg «ba 
‘et No 


fata 71 Lancashire, out of business. Liverpool. Pet Oct 24, 
Williams, Edwin, Devonport, China Dealer. East Stonehouse. Pet Oct 28, Ord 
Woematd, 2 ome Yeeer Upper, nr Huddersfield, Publican. Huddersfield. 


Pet Sept 
Yep. got yobs, Halton, Cheshire. Flour Merchant. Warrington. Pet Oct 28. 





The Subscription to the Soxicrrors’ JouRNaL is—Town, 26s. ; Country, 
288. ; with the Wuaxiy Reronrsn, 52s, Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Ali letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, tt is requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 


———— 
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Notices TO CORRESPONDENTS.— Ali communications intended for publication 
in the SoLicttoRs’ JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name and address of 


the writer. 

The Editor does not hold himself reaponsible for the return of rejected communi- 
oatrons. 

*,* The Publisher requests that carly application should be made by persona 
desirous of obtaining back numbers of the Soutcrrors’ Jovanat, as only a email 
number of copies remain on hand, 








SOHWHITZER'S COCOATINA EDE AND SON, MEMORY & SUCCESS. 
Curia Fae Glas Cove othe Foes @aity| ROBE gAd& MAKERS, | WA" ron no 


tly Fao : stb fe borer < “ or Bre most pie 5 ae BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, Winan, Student Ch te ev i seas 
upper, an able fe Ine Invalids and Children.’ Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the yen, Max 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, or Jeitital bench Corporation of London &0. ie R ey A good 


Write net 


Being without » Spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 


—, the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 
‘SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


h, &0,, and IN BEALITY CHEAPER than such 
Made Retentencsuste with boiling water, a ina 


vo a Breakfast Ou ting less than a 
Cocoatiwa a La Variiin is ate @ mont delicate, dig Law Wigs ond Germs ; foe Pogtetrara. Towa Clerks, 
In tins ab wicterkre SO Rares ana | CORPORATION ROBES. UNIVERSITY % CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


Charities on rer ne 
H, Souwarrgpe & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, 1 ondon, W. 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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eee LEASEHOLDS.—Messrs. RORME SS 
Offer ys Sale some St ae te ‘old 
Investments, to pay from 6 £0 6 per cent., all let on 
000.—Apply at their Offi money from £1,900 d 
jane. W.0.. a ‘ ~ 


ITY FREEHOLDS.—Several First-class 
Freehold propecies for Sale, in and on the 
borders of mph all let upon lease to to most sub- 
urchase-money from £2,800 to £24,000 
well suited for Srustecs and investors.—For particu- 
lars app to Messrs. RoBERTs & BARNARD, vo 
and Auctioneers, 53 and 54, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


REEHOLD GR’?UND-RENTS.—£125 

per annum at 22 years’ purchase; £170, £1,200, 

at ; £35 at 23; £150, £300, at 234; £51, £112, £160, at 

24; a a ‘£200 at 25; £76 at 26. Also list of 100 
ce ee f Messrs. BEKEN, 2, 

ree “he hone } Ne 395. 


O SOLICITORS and Others. — Lofty 
and Well-lighted Offices ~e Chambers to be 

Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No. Chancery-lane 
opposite . New Law Courts). ae ly to Messrs 
& Co., Chartered Accountants, on the 
OFFICE to LET (genie Royal Courts of 
Grecian-chambers, Devereux-court, 

Temple, WO., all py B decorated, at moderate 
rentals ; ound-floor tely in occupation of 
Ambrose ynes, Esq., Solicitor, deceased, £75; one 
£35; two rooms, second floor, £45.— 


room, ditto, 
Apply to the Agent, Mr. Wa. Tracy RICHARDSON, on 
the premises as above. 


Sy WANTED by a Copying and 
Clerk ; r 21; excellent references. 
Milton Court-road, New 

















TMPSON, 5 
Gross, SE 8. _ 


RswasteD in nb JUNIOR CLERK 

gpd tora an East India Merchant’s Office, 
writing, ‘te ry required, to JOHN PEET & 
Co., 26 and 27, bon E.C. 


AW.—Conveyancing.— Wanted, an ex- 
ced 4 really energetic Clerk (if _ 

mdon Office.—Apply, 

ly, with ‘eal articulars of prior engage 

toc. M., care of Mr, F. Algar, 11, Cleme 





hand.—Apply in own_hand- 





’ 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. H. WAKE- 
HAM PURKIS, Editor of Halliday’s Digest and 
Author of the Intermediate Guide and many other 
works for students, assisted by a ist Class Middle 
Temple Scholar, &c., has Classes Reading for the 
and Intermediate Examinations. Terms 
moderate.—Address, 1, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


AW TUTOR.—A Barrister coaches for 
the Bar, Solicitors’, and all Legal Examinations 
Each pupil taken se rately. Terms moderate.— 
L. C., “Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


RB. C. EASTON JOLLIFFE, LLM. 

Cambridge, Barrister, ae for all Law 

tions, in or Eight years’ 

Classes for pay olicitors’ "Final 
Intermediate beginning December 8th. Fee, 5 

ouiunen—40, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 


BR. WALTER LAWRENCE (late Scholar 

at os St. Ry my Oxford), Barrister-at- 

ley, Bente in Chambers for the Roman Law and 

Final, and Solicitors’ Intermediate and Final 
Examinations.— Address, 4, Hare-court, Temple. 


ILASSES for PRELIMINARY LAW.— 
Matriculation, Civil Servien, and other examina- 
tions held in the Temple by T G. Williams, B.A 
London), Barrister, and M. ‘andenpeereboom, LL. D. 
Louvain}, A Avocat. Terms very moderate.—Address, 
. VANDENPEEREBOOM, 5, Thanet-place, Strand. 


REPARATION for the PRELIMINARY 
uniformly successful on mncoesful with by ae. ittied teen 
Ar) - 
tion. A resident Pu; ved. Terms moderate. 
W. H. Brown, Bart (Lond. Univ.), 72, Charlwood- 
street, 8. W., near Victoria Station. 




















TPITION. — Two Barristers {Cambridge 


Graduates) Read with Pept in Classes an 
‘or the Examinations of the Inns of Cour 
the Law Society, and the ph. of © 
Special attention to backward pupils. 


Accountants. 
espero Reeves & Turner, 100, Chancery 


HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 
and other PAPERS. 

THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS 
Can be obtained through all Stationers. 








LIFE ASSOCIATION OF SCOTLAND, 


Founded 1898 for Life Assurance and Annuities. 





FUNDS ..... ai vie vee ove hee 3 4 

ANNUAL REVENUE £462,075 

LOANS made on Freeholds, “Leaseholds, and other 
ities, seeing 24 Life Interests, and Absolute or 


Securi 
Contingent Reversi Loans upon Reversions are 
made at annual interest, or in 2 wonsideration of a 
deferred charge. 
London: att Lombard-street, and 123, Pall Mall; 
Edinburgh : 82, Princes-street. 


One UNION ASSURANOG 
COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE. 





Capital full, carers eceecccccesccees ys Mamenoee 
Cay ital = OS ene aay een 260,000 
Life Fun ‘Special Trus or Life Policy- 
eh ey about eebeedes wes ee vccccercotoce 875,000 


Other Funds exceed ........-cessser-s-ee0 1,000,000 
TOTAL INVESTED FuNDs UPWARDS OF TWO 


Total Annual eee) a Pins ee 1,000,000 
Cxier Orricss: 19 arp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C, 
West Exp Orrice: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8. Ww. 


GaTemes 3 AASURATOS COMPANY. 
ed 1836, 
FIRE AND ag ry HOME AND ABROAD. 
Lonpon: 1, ee. ee ApErpEEN: 3, 





Kin, 
INCOME & UNDS (1883) :-— 
Fire Premiums o. ss = ss eee, £520,000 
Life Premiums ... oes ove eee 184,000 


Interest... oe oe ooo eee 124,000 
Accumulated Funds eo = ee -~— ee: 2,890,000 


YUN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICES, 
. Threadneedle-street, E.C. ; Charing Cross, 8.W. ; 
Oxford-street (corner of Vere-street) , W. 
FIRE. ae 1710. Home and Foreign Insu- 
rances at moderate 
LIFE. Established 181 1810, Specially low rates for young 
lives, Large bonuses. Immediate settlement of claims, 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE —" 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY LIMITED), 1 
ian Coneal’ Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Batablishod 
en £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 
pone SO 


F, } Joint 
C. g AVION, Secretaries. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 
Bt 22 22° S BAN K.— 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 

Current Accounts opened according to +s usual practice 
of other Bankers, and Interest ag? on the minimum 
monthly balances al not drawn below £50. Nocom- 
mission charged for keeping Accounts. The Bank also 
receives money on Deposit at Three per Cent. Interest, 
repayable on Lage pee The Bank undertakes for its 
Customers, free of charge, the —— ng Deeds, Writings, 
and other Securities and Valuables ; collection of 
Bill of Exchan; + a oe and es and the 

urchase and e of Stocks and Shares. Letters of 

redit and Circrlar Notes 

A Pamphlet, with full iculars, on a 

FRANCIS RAVENSCR 

3ist March, 1880. 


LONDON GAZETTE tne 2 a authority) and 
LONDON and 4 DVERTISEMENT 
pS aes 7,” CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his Jong experience of upwards of 
thirty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 
N.B. One copy of advertisement onl uired, and the 
strictest care and promptitude ass' fficial stamped 
forms for advertisement and file of “ London Gazette ” 
kept. By appointment. 


poss our BOUSES or APART- 











rae ger. 








“ 868. 
Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 
ee oan ater Dost tr with fall particulars of 


F. MOEDER, fae a Tottenham-court- 
pont, one and 19, 20, and 21, Meredenen W. Estab- 





LD PARCHMENT of any description 
Sous t in large or small quantities, Cash by 
ree Gopson, 80, Brunswick-street, Hackney- 
road, E. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


The Medical Profession for over Forty Years have ap 
proved of this pure solution as the best remedy for 


ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION 
And as the safest A; for Delicate Constitu’ 
Ladies, Buildren, and Infants, axes 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESTA. 








PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, YOHANCERY LANE, LONDON, E.c, 


Lato Copying and Engrossing. 





with punctuality as dispatch, wthe scale of 
au A good Discount allowed on greed accounts 


LAW PRINTING. 


prc party OF oe! a a, 
DAVIDA, ond oles Fen Printed at 1s. per folio, 


DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &eo., Printed © 


in form for Registration. 
allowed for cash on agreed accounts, 


LITHOGRAPHY. 
ABSTRACTS, ne OF EVIDENCE, Log? DRAFTS 


at reduced p 

PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD. 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catalogues sent poat-free. 


Discount 


ve Sidon? ahaa. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883. 


E misite under the above Acts upplied on the 
snl shortest notice. ‘ 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
EO ont i & aa 
r form Or regina 
Rete Bt SHARE Onn FICATES, D Drs devionat 
&c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL’ SEALS 
and executed. No Charge for Sketches. 
Solicitors’ Account | Account Books. 


(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, nae Engravers, Reg, stration Agente, 


49, FLEET- STREET, LONDON, &.C. (corner 
cf Serjeants’-inn). 
annie and other Returns Stamped ana Filed. 


Stephens’ 
= Inks. 


SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS. 


CHRISTMAS PRESENTS. 
Nothing is so hahihy spyreniated as an Assorted 
ase 0: 


GRANT’S TONIC LIQUEURS 


(Silver Medal Health egg 


Com; the celebrated “‘MORELLA CHERRY 
BRANDY: ys Ine GE COGNAC, and 


R COGNAC,” 
Eorpertiouers spy toss Wine More or A} 
TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
BRB4nD AND 00”’S OWN SAUCE. 























Sours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 
pOttED MEATS.and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 








f)S8BNCe OF BEEF, BEEF TERA, 





(PUBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 





QGFsOraLizine for INVALIDS. 


CAUTION :~BEWARE OF IMITATIONS, 
e 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 
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